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Introduction

The UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) hosted a two
day.cunference on "Paths to Exce]]ence: Testing and .Technology" on
July 14-15, 1983. -J'Attended by over 100 educational researrhers,
practitioners, enh 'policymakers, the first :day ldf the conference
focused on issues in educationa1 testing; day two explored the stacus_
and future of techno!ogy 1n schoo]s. § _ A

This document presents the col!ected papers from the first day of
the conference. Presentat1ons focused on CSE's NIE-funded study of
teachers “and principa]s‘ use of achievement testing in the nation's

schoo]s. The studyfﬁ?5;1ded basic data about the nature and frequency

of c]assroom-test1ng, the purposes for wh1ch test results are used, -

principals’ and]teacners‘ attitudes toward testing, and local contexts
supporting the use of tests (e.g., amount ef staff deve10pment,
testing resources, leadership support). The f1nd1ngs were presented
_etﬂ;hercqnference and presenters were asked to respond to them by
providing their interpretations of the data-and their perspectives on
their implications for national, state, and/or Tocal testing
po]icies.~ Spec1f1ca11y, speakers were asked to do the following:

i. Identify an 1mportant quest1on or area of concern in testing
) and/or education.
“II. Discuss the findings in light or the identified questions.
“111. ldentify next steps for research and/or policy and practice,
e.g.,
. What are the implications for teaching practice?
What are the implications for test development?
What are the implications for national policy?
Wwhat are the implications for state policy and practice?
What are the implications for local policy and practice?



[
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Speakers were chosen €0 r.epres,ent‘ a balance' of nationa1,'sta‘1§é=, and
Tocal policy perspectives as well as é ra‘nge of disciplinary vantage
poi'nts. In a'dtd'ition' to presenters directly address*fgg the study
findings, one ;speaker, William Coffman, was asked to provide context

for the confere‘.nce by considering the study irn the tht of the

~history of research on educational testing.

o

Frg,
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- ' i Test%ng In the Schools:
A Historical Perspective:
William E. Coffman
E.F. Lindqui;t Professor Emeritus
College of Education
University'of Towa
Teachers aré.ijmportant people. They are -the
peaple diréctly responsible for the education of
the children and yodth of our country. The
curriculum of the schoo]ris largely what they
.make it. The professor of eduéation, the school
administrator, or the curriculum director may
have a large part in determining the content og
:printed coursgs of study. They may be
i reéponsib]e for much of the talking and writing
in the field of education. But what goes on in
the schoo} depends on the teachef in -the
‘classroom--on the way he accepts and ﬁmp]éments
the 1ideas of the experts or ad&s his qowﬁo s 3<
érgative toucq based on his unique experience
.‘m“ wifh a particular group of pupils. The teacher,u
& then, 1is a key person in any program of

curriculum development. {(Coffman, 1951, p. 305)

»

-
o

~1 wrote these words a long time ago and in a context ditferent

from that of today's conference. But I believe that with a little
médification they can be made relevant to the topic of tgsting in the

o

- . ‘o
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schools today. Toachers are indeed important pevple, not on1y' in
determ1n1ng the actua1 curriculum but also in ﬂeterm1n1“g now tests

are used in -relation to teaching and learring. The 1eg1s1ator, in

Washington or the state capitol, Amay pass laws that mandate SPeC1f1C

="

testing prggrams,' school admfn1strators, '1n the Department of

Educatjon of the nation or state, or of tihe iocal school system, may
/ o ) : . ‘

publish edicts or require periodic reports; exverts in educational and’

a.

psychologicai measurement may argue jssues,. collect data and publish

4

interpetation, and admonish teachers to do this or that; but, at 1east_

-.in most educataona] settings, what actua11y happens is determined by ’
teachers as they interact’ with ‘pupils in® c1assrooms. One m1ght
therefore, with good reason, ask why it is that so.little hard data
are ava11ab1e on what actually does happen. And if one wants to mak%
sense of the limited data that are in hand, how must they be organ14ed
and 1nterpreted? . //

I found myself searcn1ng my own professional experisnce forz

. answers to these questions, and then checkng my impressions bx}
referring to more.than a ha1f century of pub]ished Titerature. The
year 1 made the dec1s1on to enter the field of education, 1931, was

" the first year of -publication of the Rev1ew of Eaucat1ona1 Research

“and two years later the February issue provided /the f1rst rev1ew on

the top1c "Educational Tests and Their Uses , a rev1ew ‘that c1ted 467

references (Wood, 1933). The Educat1on Index first appeared in 1929,

and the f1rst bound volume in the Un1ver51ty of Towa library (January
1929-June 1932) contains entries undeﬁ the head1ngs "Exam1nat1ons and:

"Tests and Scales" that reflect interest Jn and concern with issues.

‘still of relevance today: "Examinations as an aid to “learning"
. ” ’v/l/ N

/
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«

(Jersiid, 1929), “Examinations seventy-fives years® ago and today"

(Fish, . 1930), “Conflicting ~ philosophies concerning educational.

L

measurement” (B?own, 1931), "H1story of the measurement n0vement“
(Ma1in, 1930}, -and “Part1c1pat1on 1n test1ng programs by the c]assroom
teacher" {(Macken, 1929). The heading “Evaluation” first appedred in
the next bound_ volume (July 1932-June 1935), but there was only one

ertry. Entries 1ncreased rap1d1y during the late 1930 S and through

- the 1940's as congerns broadened to educat1ona1 outcomes other than

recall of information.:

The Review of Educational Research carried reviews concerned with

testing in the schools at approximately three-year interva1s until

a more focused and less comprehensive format was adopted during the

1970's.  The Educat1on Index marked,the gr0w1ng comp1ex1ty ‘of the

field by expanding'the var1ety of hean1ngs as did the Encycloped1a of

Educational Research, beginning with [the first edition in 1941. From

time to time the Nationa] Society for the, Study of Education focused

on research and test1ng in one or another of 1ts yearbooks.. And more

recent1y, the annua1 Review of Research in Educat1on and' the’ ERIC’

publications have he1ped us keep on topzof a pro]nferat1ng literature.

The span of my own profess1ona1 career covers the period - S1nce

these systemat1c rev1ews first appeared in the 11terature. The f1rst'
third.of thé period since then‘(1931 1949), I was a c1assroom teacher?
and administrator in public schools. Since,1949, I have worked as a-

specialist in measurement and evaluation. ~ The ‘literature, then,"

.serves to confirm, deny, or expand my own reco]legtions.

This 'is not to ay that measurement first became a topic of
!_‘ . . ot N .

concern to weducators in the '1930's. I ndte;*for example, that the

R . .
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Twenty-First Annual Conference of Educational Measurement was held at
P ] o ' . )

the University of Indiana in 1934, and that Scates was Tooking back

over a per1od of 50 years ‘as early as 1947 :(Scates, 1947). But

I i
conferegces are often more opportunities for the shar1ng of

.

impressions than for the'reportino of solid evidence, and histories
can focus on the high1%§hting of deficiencies and admohitiohs. for
sounder procedures in thf future than on the documehtat%on 'of
acvowp11shments It was:certainly very soon after the accumu1ated
literature began to be systematqca11y rev?ewed that the SC1ent1f1c
movement in education came of age (NSSE, 1935, 1938), and the decadeh
of the 1930's" was particularly Sroduotive in new insights and

challenges. As one. of the .leaders in t?e%-orgahization of the

educational | research profession noted at the time, | .. 1.

Each generation seems to discover for itself

3

téleological and methodo]ogfca] conoepts which -
it brands aS new, or progreesive,:even though
these very ideos may hove‘been formulated and
vofced centuries or mi11enniums'ear1ier.~ It is -

"difficult to know.what is new; most ideas are
new only to individuals. .1t .appears, however,

that there' ére' strong movements in education ‘
today wh1ch are - ‘actually  affecting .practice in
convent1ona1 schoo1s 1n ways wh1ch heretofore
was only ta]ked about or pract1ced 1nn a few

pr1vate schools. (Scates, 1938, p. 523)

It m1ght be prof1tab1e for today's educat1ona1 researchers, many-

"

of ~ whom have brought the rconceptua1 framework and methodo1og1ca1

|
A
\



concepts of other academ1r %1e1ds‘ to the qstudy of educationa1

problems, to bec0me acqua1nted with the edhcationaT_iresearCh- !

<>

total context may be less ‘well-defined. than that of today,‘but the

under1y1ng concepts and deas may often be the same as those that

guide today‘S‘research.

Themes, Developments, and Cycles

R g A

As (1 have already impiied, many of the concepts, issues, —and

- literature of the 1930's. The vocabu1a¥y may be different,- and the.

controversies that engage the educational research community today had

already been identified early -in the 1930'5. One can trace these
3. . .

Y

such as a concern with the poss1b111ty that standardized tests may

have undes1rab1e “effects on schoo] curr1cu1a. Sometimes there appears

‘to be cyclical movement as a concern shifts from a focus on* minimum
 essentials to 4 concern w1;h.p%rsona11ty development and back again to
\

. minimum essentials. In rare ihstances, one can detéct what appears to

} _ , i
be real progress, but the prngressvis mcre likely to be in. a wider
dissemination of insights than in the originality of the_insight.

For instance, the beginning of concern for efficiency in

|

" education through application/of princip1es from business and~industry

has- been attributed to a paper by Franklin Bobbitt in \he 12th |

Yearbook of the Nationa1'3061ety foh the Stady‘o( Education \(1913).

In that paper he urged careful specification of what pupils were

expected to learn in school, and 1mp11ed “that once obJect1ves were .

i
specified teachers m1uht reasonab]y be he1d accountahﬂe &or see1ng

that they were ach1eved. One can ‘see the .roots of much of t»day s

4
concern about “minimum essent1a1s in the wrlting of . disciples of

»

. b

through the 11terature. In some cases, one finds recurring themes

s



. Bobbitt over the years. But disciples seldom encémpass th% full®
. O

vision of the masten, and it is 1nstruct1ve to read what Bobb1tt had

"to say about the 1mportance of con51der1ng h1gher as we11 as 1ower

level objectives; R
. The higher,v’howerer;' must (also) .bé scaled. -
However -difficu1t it may. seem: to/?set»;up
quantitative .standards in the more intangible

field, it must of neceSSTty ~be done, if once

{D'

they 1ntroduced into the Tlower, more

objective: and more  mechanical "forms ;of

. tréinino. It"WT11' work harm  to estab]%sh'
"definite standards for orly a portioh.yof
education, 'Ieéving the: rest to Jtraditiona1

. vagueness aﬁo uncertainty of aim.l‘Bgt eoucation
must take care of a11fdesirab1e aSpects.of human °
persona1ity-—traihing and deve1opihgieach_in_aue'

porportion, - .slighting 'ncthing, ~neg1ecting

nothing, g1v1ng unduly 1arge or unduly sma11 .

0

attent1on to’ noth1ng (p. 26) o

Bobbit recogn1zed that it \uou-dn t -be easy to quant1fy the
\

1ntang1b1e objectives, ehd ‘the concern he’ eXpressed 1s st111 w1th us-‘

today.‘ Much of the controversy over éducat1ona1 measurement 1n the
schools since that time has been concerned with the -effect of
1mba1ance in the use of tests, and people are st111 try1ng to'prov1de
measures of higher level outcomes to redress the ba1anceh

As one prepares to 100k at test1ng pracc1ces in The schoo]s of

the 1980' s, it will be prof1tab‘e to review br‘er1y some of these

n . - WU

RN
ot
¥
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‘trends over the yearé?. anrd to consider their 'imp1ications for
interpeting what we.see. Let*us begin by considering what we know -
about teacher;? preparation for using tests. |
) Teache} tducation jn Testing . 4
At :the time thaE. I completé; my undergraduate; proéram in
secgndary education,.my home state of West Virginia required that all
applicants for certification as a teacher in the secondary schools
gad completed a course }n tests and measuremgn;. 1 waé'enrolledxfh a
college in Ohic, and since Ohjo did not have sucq‘ifréquirement,.l
comp]eted‘the requirement through individual study. Ap the tiﬁe, the
fact that such a requirement was not widespread Qas of .1itt1e'
significance to me; bﬁt what about now? Apparently, fhe passing jears
havé not seeﬁ much chanég in the situation. At mid-century, Betts
(1950) was taking"a dim view of the abyility of teachers to interpret
 standardized test results: \ ‘ :
‘Such norms (GE) are hiéhiy satisfactoﬁy to e
Qeachers because pdp11§ ﬁn genéra] make greater

progress during the course of the year than is

shown in  cross-sectional ~ norms. When

"'“'"”g“fla”ﬁdard‘i'z’ed tesfing is done a‘l': ""the bgginning of T
\\. the school year, teachers using the test fi?d A
\\\\ majority of their pupils above ‘the norm at the
 :5\end'of the school yeéar and glow with suceéss.
fhey\axs\ynaWare that the test they are using.

probably Eéasuges intelligence, not school -

taught learnings, aﬁa\tﬁatg!pat‘appears to. be

£
greater than normal progré;;:\\T§\\a mere




- statistical artifact. {p. 218)

- ‘sln:1959 Mayo reported a study by Noll indicating that 83% of 80
co]]eges he had surveyed offered a course in measurement, but that
on1y "14% of them required one ofw_aii_ teacher education students.
'Eurthermore, only 50% of-the states required a course for certifica-
tion. Ten years later Stinnet (1869) made no mention of any requ1re-
ment in educational measurement in his encyciopedia article on teacher

'Certification, nor did Burdin (1982) thirteen years later. It seems..
obvious that only a minority of teachers.have had any intensive
training in educational measurement. - 1Is it possible that those who -
have'may exhibit quite different practices from tnose who have not?
Certainiy, '%nformation regarding the background in educationa]
measurement of respondents would appear to be criticai 1n the inter—
pretation of survey reponses.

To those of us in the measurement profession,'the lack of_course

work in the field in programs df teecher education appears to be a

"serious omission. The fact that it apparently does not seem so to

/‘—/ .
‘other edJC£tgg&;sﬁggests a need to look more closely. What does such

3

a Jo6k reveal? .

~ - Teachers and Researchers — = e

One thread running through the measurement and evaiuation 11tera-
/

/ -

ture 1is a concern on the part of measurement specialists, that
" teachers seem not to be taking seriously the admonitions of
fesearchers and measurement speciéiists regayding ways of using tests
in c1ass}oom settings.‘ The cdncern seems'seidom to have led to the
co]iection of hard ‘data. One eXpianation for this phenomenon may be

a

found. in an ana1y51s of the problem by Scates (1943). Scates pointed
LT v

‘
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out that the &scientist is interested in- truth leading 'to broad
genera]izations; while the teacher seeks’ 1nfbrmation .0f direct
practwca1 value; the sc1ent;st is interested in elements, whereas the
‘té;cher '1s “interested in funct1on1ng organisms; the measurement
specialist cannot measure continuousiy, but the teacher needs to and
,must measure continuously; the scientist measures traits uniform
throughout their range, but the teacher measures growth in stages; and
the measurement spec1a11st generally measures formal abilities Dy
cross-sectionai power tests,-but the teacher must be concesned with
behavioral dynamics in 1ife situations.

To™ the extent that ‘Scates's analysis 1is sound, it is_ not
suprising that there is 1itt1e“systematic study,of~teaché}§; testing
practices reported 5n_the literature writténtpriﬁarijy'by researchers
and " test spéciéh‘sts° They had their 6wn interests, which were
different from those of teachers, and they probéb1y‘Wereﬁ't even aware
that thg difference existed. | \

It is true that over the yéars the interests of researthers have
turned moré from concern with simple elements to concern “for the
\dynamicslof 1earnin§. Still, recent artic]és tend to confirm the
conclusions of Scates:

Teacher preference, in effect, is for continuous
movies, in colcr with sound, while a test score,
or eVeh_a‘profi1e of scores, is more akin to a
b1ack-and-whtte photograph. (Salmon-Cox, 1981)
There is even a tendency to focus on uses of tests in research

and duidance rather than as tools in the instructional setting. For

example, B
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Two Tunctions.éf,tésts that deserve particular

emphasis at this time érei first, the uses of .
educational tests 1in the construction and

evaluation of educational theories, especially

theorieé that give particular attention 1o

processes or strategies” of prob]emf§o1ving

rather than outcomes alone; and seccnd, the uses

of tests in the service of individual students
~through s}stems of guidance that employ

measurement as a means of  fostering
self-discovery and as a means for encouraging

students to develop wisdom in decision-making.
| (Manning, 1970, pp. 20-21) . R “\\\\\\k
To some extent, recent interest in qualitative methods have n
brougﬁt the data collection procedures of fhe researcher closer to the
interests of the teacher (Hamilton et al., 1977). But it is unlikely
tha£ teachers generally will seek greater expertise in_anthropo1ogica1
methods than they have in psychometric methodﬁ, It s more‘1ike1y |

. : |

that if they wish to increase the use of tests in instructional f
settings, resea‘chers will need to be ask1ng themselves: what is iti_,
in aur matér1a1s and methods that is 11ke1y tc be useful to teachers

whoze basic guides to decisions are the moment-by-moment cbservat1onJ
/

"s¢ ¢learly describec by Jackson (1968) in L1fe In Classrooms. And thf
researcher interested in how teachers u7e tests- will want to co1.eot
enough information about the total mix of data, observation as well FS

formal and informal, testing to understand the place of testing in dhe
. :
mix. v : |
| |
16 |
/

!

e o |
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Incidentally, it appearé that ofteh the teacher's orientation is
different, not only from that of the researcher and test specialist,
but alsc from that of the school administrator and .school board
member. This idea is well expressed by Gorton (1982, p. 1906):

Teachers tend to emphasize- such ;éspects as,
Humanistic ‘orientatipn to instruéfion and
positive “ relations between teachers and
stﬁdents; hadministrators,_-on the other hand,
stressed such factors as student achievement on
standardized tests and administrative

Py evaluation.

Y

£,
L

Py

Given that such dffferences do exist (the research tends to be
based on small and often non-representative samﬁ1es), fecent trends
toward differeﬁtiatiénA 6f testing in relation to function. would
probably be welcomed by teachers. Lefever {(1950) expressed the
possibilities quite clearly almost 25 years ago. He argues (but with
no support1ng data) that teacher-made tests sh0u1d be cons1dered
essential tools for checking pupil achievement, part1cu1ar1y at the
secondary school level; that teachers grow in professiona] competence
as they participate 1in test construction; that speciélists in
ﬁeasuremeht should be active in in-service education to facilitate
sound teacher activity; that general survey testing to evaluate
educational programs ‘should never be broken down to the individual
ciass level and might well be conducted using matrix samplingf aﬁd\‘
that it is essentia1/f6r teacherévfb be actively involved in p1anningvk
the system testing ﬁfdgram. To the extent that separation of function

of this sort is operating, responses of teachers to survey questions

- 17
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may be expected td differ from those under different circumst&nces.
Different Ph11osoph1ca1 Positions

Another issue that has »0mp11cated the p1cture of test1ng in the
schools invaives much more than differences between teachers and test
spacialists, or between teachers and admiﬁistrators. In fact, there
js almost never a simple contrast, for within each of these groiips
there are 1ikely to be differences about the vurposes of education,
the néfuré ofvhuman learning, and the nature of evidence, that is,
differences 1in basic phi1osoﬁhy (Coffman, no date; Hughés; 1934,
Thelen; 1969; Weiss, 1981). While the proportions of each group
holding a particular position may vary, all posftions are likely to be

found within each group. Furthermore, the phi]osophica1 domain is not

ta simple one that can be reuresented by a single dimension, for

examplie, conservat1ve-11bera1. In mosT cases, one needs to Took for

various d1mens1ons.

There is, for examp]e, the issue cf whether the schuol should be
concerned primarily with the transmission of the culture to each new

generation or primarily with the deve1opmént of skills needed for

‘adjusting to a constantly changing culture. There seems little doubt

that Bobbitt (1913) was concerned primarily with the former, .although
his view of the cuiture .u be transmitted was broader than that of
many of his followers. Findley and Smith (1950, p. 63) called
sttention to a contrasting position arguediby Bréwne]] (1948). They
wrote: - . o |

Brownell offered a critjcism of 1learning

implicit in most educational measurement.  He

insisted t..t we raise our sights from measures

e gg
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of rate and accuracy of performance to measures -
of 1laevel 'of process used from evidence of
immediate ga1ns to that of more permanent ga1n§\
and from ability to use learning in closely

_ similar ¢ tuations to transferability to
essentially new situations, especially after a
significant lapse of time.

More than a decade earlier, Brownell (1937 p. 492) had posed a
challenge to test developers that is st111 cha11eng1ng them today:
To meet the proposed- cr1ter1a, a;test must (1)
elicit from pupils the desired typ\s of mental
process, (2) enable the teacher to observe and
analyze the  thought procesees which lie back of“
the pupils' arswers, | (3) encourage the
development of desfred study.habits,\(4) lead to
improved inétructiona1 practice, and (5) foster
wholesome .re1ationships between teacher and
pepi1s.
" Snow, writing in 1980, sounds the same note, but perhaps the -

tools for.tackling the problem are more appropriate than they were in

1937. ' S —

ignoring aptitude, and most instructional
research still does both of these things, then
e1aboratien of instruction ‘eppears beneficial.
If one adds genefSY ability to the picture; it-

turns out that elaboration helps the less able

o | 19
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learners but may nct be optimai for- the ‘mdst

able learners. If one must further choose a

particu1ar'form'of elaboration to give 1e$s able

students, it appear best to match the form to .

the learner's fe1ative strrengths. However, whéh

retention 1is considered, all this hhanges.

Unelaborated dnstruction is best for almost .

everybody, and particu]ar1y~for studénts high in

verbal-crystallized ability. " And if one had to

choose a vorm of e1ab6ration, it would seem best

to mismatch the form with a student's Vabi1ity

pfofi1e.(p. 56) |

Other researchers and test specialists are also showihg an
Anterest in the development of tests that can provide data directly
app]jcable to issues in testing and learning (Anderson, 1972; Calfee,
1981; Messick, 1983). In each case, however, the concern 1is with
edu‘cationa designed- to déve1op"inte11ectua1 skills rather than to
transmit jnformation. To teachers who accept the skills objectives,
the message in‘the literature is 1iké1y to be significant., To thosé
whose orientation is toward content a§«the focué of'eduqation, the
message may have little impact. ‘And what about those hé]ding other
positions: that the purpose of education is the cultivation of
well-adjusted, happy individuals, or. the building of a new social
order? . A / R}
The concern with perséna1ity dévé1dpment that characterized the

proggeésive educatioh movement in the 1930's does not seem to be of/'

much  concern to researchers and testers today, but there are

20 @
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'undoubted1y ‘many’ w1th roots °1n th1s posit1on “who occupy reach1ng' o

Dos1t1ons today and whose ﬁh116;0ph1ca1 or1entat1on 1eads them . to the_
view that tests that focu§ on1y on e1ther 1nformat1on or 1nte11ectua1
sx11ls are restrlct1ve. To  them, the methods of the c11n1c1an are
preferaﬁ]e to those of the psychomgtrician, and their responses to
questions about testing.and eva]&atioh:wil1 make Sensé only when the
philosophical context is made explicit. Tﬁey mighf, nhowever, be
surprised to read this'Quotationffrom Wood's article in the Review of
Educational Research in 1933: , o ' :5
...the ﬁfgheSt purpose and ultimate aim of the
objective testing movement is not to make better
college entrance or course- cred1t exam1nat1ons,.
but to he1p 1naugurate 4 cont1nuous study of
individuals throughout the whole educational,
ladder by means of systematically 1ecorded
comp&kab1e measures and observatiohs_which will
make such. spasmodic examinations largely
unnecessary:..The first question ihat the school
should ask and answer at least provisionally
several times a year is, "What-ggg;hohﬁny 1éarn,

% and whichi of the things he can-learn should the
schoo1,vin the  light of af] the facts,- try to
help him learn?" -Tests‘shou1d first of all te'l
ﬁggg a pupil shouid Exg.fo 1earn-—nothbg£_he may
be cajoled, persuaded;' or insidiously "coerced
into the learning item x in the ’“standéfd“

B 5

curricu1um~for grade n. (pp. 7-9)

21
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Testing and Pub11c Po11cy

One factor that may well influence the. reactions of teachers to
test and eva]uat1on practices, and so be critical to the
1nterpretat1on of research concerned with the use of tests, is the
extent to which policy decisions by,pub11c agencies depend on tnst
results. Traditiona11yﬂ in the United States, policy decisions
regarding schoo1ing have rested in the hands of local agencies, and
for such decisions, 11tt1e use has been made of forma1 testing In
the continuing d1scuss1on of ways 1in which tests m1ght influence
teaching practices, there has.been recognition of the need to guard
aga1nst giving too much we1ght to test results. In fact, as early as
the mid-1930's; when L1ndqu1st was establishing the Bas1c Skills
Testing Program in Iowa, he cautioned that test resu1ts,‘1f they ,were
to be useful in guiding teaching and learning, should not be used for
“the purpose of evaluating- teachers or for rating schoo]s (Peterson,
1983).. Ear1y studies: of teacher practices and att1tudes were carried
out in this context, and interpetations of resu1ts‘even is late as

0

1981 may be reflecting to a certain extent the tradition of local

/
i

control and autonomy. Miller (1963} indicated that‘ﬁn spite of claims

to the. contrary,.there was little 1ikelihood that/State or. national

testing programs would influence very much the/ practices of good
teachers in the secondary schools. Goslin (1967)'reported that many
teachers look on tests as of periphera1 importance. Salmon-Cox (1981)
reported that teachers prefer to depend on the;r own Jjudgment rather
than on test resu1ts.1G However, " these studies represent another
time--or‘ were bosedv on highly specia1ized‘ samples. The possib1e

effects of recent trends'was»c1ear1%5recognfzed by Madaus (1981), who

22
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U.S. eddcation is ;'now  :adopting a new
relationship between. testJng and cpo11cy, and
hence between test resu-ts and-ﬂthe1r use.
Test1ng is now be1ng asked to: assume a new role,
one in which a test mandated by a po]1cy board
(often externalg to the Tlocal school district)
becomes tne administrative device through'which'
a. particu1ar educationa1 policy is igplemented.
The' effects of such test1ng programs  on the
balance of power between 1oca' d1st;1cts and the
agency mandating thestest are a direct function
of the rewards or sanctigns associated with test
use.  ‘ Both history and the ' contemporady
experﬂence of western European countries reveal
fhat whenever test results become a key element
in 1mportant dec1s1ons that affect individual
1ife chances (e g. \graduat1on from h1gh schoo]
]

or grade -to-grade pronot10n, teacher sa]arJ or
tenure decisions, schoc] cert1f1cation or the
allocation- of  funds), the  agency that
administers the ‘test assumes a ‘breatvfdeal of
power over the schoo1ing'process. whé%'égferna1

tests are ‘used in these ways, administrators,

teachers, and pupils take the results seriously

)and modify their behavidr and att1tudes'

accordingly. (1981, p. 635)

23
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It would appear, then, that for any clear interpretation of data
based on surveys of teacher attitudes and practices with respect to

t=sts and testing, it would be : ~ 235388 the eXtent to which

respondents were feeling the effects of the use of tests for

impiementing’policyL
Co: ns
Nhat then, does a.=urvey of the literature related to testing in
edication (when f11tered through the co]]ected observat1ons of one
person over 50 years) suggest to researchers today seeking insights

into how teachers co]]ect and interpret data about -pupil ach1evement?

-

Perhaps the most 1mporuant conc]us1on is that one can 't make much

senseQ}out of responses to quest1ons un]ess they are p1aced in an
appropriate context. * Answers to quest1ons will vary, and the meaning -
of those. -answers will depend on a variety of factors affect1ng the
respondent. The 1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs will be ‘the 1nteract1ons between
questions and these factors, not the first order responses. More
specifically, this review sugge - that the researcher of the 1980's
shoute consiager these tiings: | 4
1. Stuojesfih‘the past of teachers' use of‘tests have been:of
two kiqos. There have beeh intensive studies of sma]? and
non-v presentat1ve samp1es that prov1de a r1ch framework for
_mJnterpretation but leave the reader with the feeling that'
what the researcher fand may be true of these_ teachers in
/these settings, but not. necessar11y of other teachers in
// other sett1ngs. There have also been 1arqe-sca1e surveys"
| that break down responses along easily 1dent1f1ed but notel

necessarily significant categories such fas sex, geograph1ca1

24
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region, level of education, or size of school or community.
e

s

What is needed is information based on a comprehensive and

. : o
representative’ sample that™ can be broken down s along

meaningful .dimensions. B

*

One’ factor that. may well moderate teacher attitudes and

Vd ! . ’ .
practices may be.the extent of training in principles of

 measurement and evaluation. The .evidence is that teachers

: a
with Tormal course work in measurement and evaluation at the

preservice level are a minority, and that inservice programs

‘vary all the way from extensive and profound to superficial

- administrators;, or teachers and laymen, may differ in

or nonexistent. It wi11‘certain1y be helpful inrmakinglsense
of responses to have fﬁfprmation ‘about - the resboﬁdents'
background‘jn ﬁesting. |

The 1literature documeqts'the rather dramatic differencé in
the views of teachers and researchergfrggarding what tests
should pkovfde in the way of informatioh.‘ Thus, researchers
should be on guard_against framiné surﬁgyzquéstions that may
be‘gigﬁificant to them but not necessarily tS teachers--or

hgainst framing questioné that may be ggrceivéd differént]y

by teachers than dintended by the researcher. Researchers

-

might even consider researching the  question 'of whether.or h

not the continuous observation describad by such researchers

-as Jackson or Salmon-Cox may be providing teachers with more

valid data than' that brovided*by any single test, however

comprehensive. .

Even though teachers and researchers, or teachers and
= ‘

4
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general in their attitudes toward testing, there ﬁi]] be, in

each 51tuat1on, ph1]0$0ph1ca1 viewpoints that are 1nf1uenc1ng_

attitudes and . values--and practice. “ Responses may be-

. different, depending. on the philosophy of education cof the

reSpondent,e and for teachers with the same ph1losophy of

education, responses may differ depend1ng on whether or hot

that ph110soph1ca1 pos1t1on is held a]so by adm1n1strators in
the system or by oftﬁc1als outside the system who are
perce1ved as hq1d1ng power over the system. The phenomena]
field of the respondent needs to be assessed if responses are
to be proper]y_jnterpreted. | ,

Finally, the researcher will need to "assess carefully the

~.extent to wh1ch the use of tesns in the 1mp1ementat1on of,»
jpub11c policy is having an impact on test1ng in the schoo]s
: “kfrom wh1ch reSpondents. are comlng It s not yet clear

whether the increased: use of tests for such purposes is a

\ .

trend that w111 continue, or whether we are neay, the peak of <

a f]ugtuat1ng cycle. In any case, how the teacher or

v

administrator views the d1str1but1on of bbyer may _ye]Tc

1 W

influence the responses collected by the researcher.

4
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AchieVement Testing in American Public Schools
A National Perspective

Donald W. Dorr-Bremme, Joan L. Herman, and William Doherty

Center for the Study of Evaluation
University of California, Los Angeles:

The UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) began'its Test
Use in Schools study just as achievement testing in American schools
was becoming the subJect of increasing gublic d1scuss1on and debate.
Critics had begun to decry the arb1trar1 ness of current testing
practices (Baker, 1978). They had- indicted tests‘ validity .and

attacked them as biased (Perrone, 1978), accused testing of narrowing

‘the curriculum, and questioned the value of testing amidst the

changing functions of Amerﬁcan education (Tyler, 1978). The quality
of available tests-had become a matter of controversy (CSE, 1979; The-
Huron Institute, 1978), and at least one major teachers' organization
had ca]]ed for a morator1um on the. use of standardized tests. In
response to the critics' challenges, advocates of test1ng had begun to
reassert that current tests can and do serve a variety of 1mpo”tant
purposes. These proponents ma1nta1ned, for example, that festing
promotes accountab111ty, faci1itates more accurate placément and
se1ect1on dec1s1ons, and yields information useful for curr1cu1ar and
instructional 1mprovement.

The testing controversy has continued and the stakes in the .

. debate. are high.- The nation's investment in school achievement

testing is enormous, and the amount and variety of testing continue to
grow. Simultaneously, schoei—board acc0untabi1ity demands, mandates
for minimum competency (or proficiency) tecting,- evaluation

requiremehts‘foﬁ.federa1,'State and local education programs, and a

variety of Jjudicial decisions on the responsibilities of pUb1ic'

schools have combined to make- the quality of test1ng and test use

,@ 32
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urgent concerns. These and other factors have fueled the testing

__.controversy. -

e e

Yet despite this controversy and the importance of the issues it
entails, there has been little information forthcoming on the nature of

testing as it is actually conducted and used in the schools. How much

testing really goes on? What functions do tésts serve in the
classroom? How are test results’used by teachers and principals? What
kinds of tests do principals and teachers trust and rely upon mostf
These and similar questi%ns have gone largely unaddressed. A few
studies have indicated teachers' ‘circumspect attittudes toward and
1imfted use of one ﬁype of achievement measure -- the norm-referenced,
standardized test:(e.g., Airasian, 1979; Boyd, et-al., 1975; Goslin,
1965; Epstein and Hilloch, 1965; Resnick; 1981;-Sa1mon-C6x, 1981; Stetz
ahd Beck, 1979). Beyond this, however, the landscape of testingv
practices and test uses in American schools has remained unexplored.

In this context, CSE's three-year study provides basic, new
informatfon on classroom achievement testing across the ﬁni@gd

States. Conducted from 1979 through 1982 (with some data analyses

'

test and testing. It encompassed a wide range of types of formal

assessment measures (e.g., commeréia11y produced norm- and criterion-
referenced tests and curriculum-embedded measures; tests'lof, minimum
compefénCy or functfona1 1iferac¥;.'distriCt-, schqo1¥, and teacher-
developed te;ts); as well as 4some less formal means for gauging
’Student achievement (i.e., teachers"oBservations of and interactions’
with learners). Within this "broad field, nquiry .focused on

achievement assessment.practices and uses in reading/English and in

33
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hmathemat1cs as carriea out in pub11c schoois at the upper e1ementary

and h1ghf$choo1 levels, i.e., in grades 4-6 and 10-12._ A nation-wide
survey of “teachers .and' principals was central to the ‘study, and
resuits of this survey form‘ihe basis of the report that follows. The
research also included exploratory fieldwork in preparation for the
survey and, following the survey, case study  inquiry on testing
costﬁ. During these phases of the projeét, interviews were conducted
Qith’approximately 100 school-Tevel educators (ing1uding 12 principals
and 69 teachers) in five school districts across the country.
Interview results were compiéte1y consonant with survey f{ndings and
yielded a déeper understanding of - them. While these interview
findings are not pré§ented in detail here,they have influenced the
«in%éfbretation and discussion of the survey resuits. ~
Relow, we first provide a brief description of the survey sample,

then continue with surVey findings on five major questions:

1. dow mich and what kirds of ach1evement test1ng take place in
the nation's schools? -

2. How 1mportanu are the resu1ts of different types of
assessmnnt in teachers' and principals' routine tasks?

3. Mhat are schools' and districts' administrative practices
with regard to testing and test use? .

_4. What are teachers' and pr1nc1pa1s perceptions of teat1ng
and test use?

5. What factors seem to influence testing practices?
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The Survey Sample*

The survey addressed a nation-wide sample of priﬂripa1s~ and
" ““teachers drawnthibugh a successive, random-selection procediire.” First,

' a'nationa11y!YepfeSEHtatTVe”probabi1ity sample of- 114 school districts =

was drawn, stratified on the basis of district size, minimum competency

1 S —

testing policy, socioeconomic status, urban-suburban-rural locale, and
geographic region‘of the country. (A lattice sampling techmique was
used to select cells ffom the matrix defined_byQ}hese fiQe stratifying
variables, and then random sampling. to select districts within a cell.)
Next, from withinT these districts, size permitting, two e1émentary
schools and two high schools were randow1y selected using a procedure
that facilitated (where possible) inclusion of schools at levels serving
both higher- and 1ower-income p0pu1atidns. Fina11y, in each of theée
schools, principals received d%rect‘:ns for' randomly drawing four
teachers for inc1dsion in the study. (The directions for elementary

principals guided the random selection of two fourth-grade and two

sixth-grade teachers; those for high . school principals, the random

selection of two teaghers of tenth-gradez English and two of tenth-grade-

mathematics.) The principal and each of the four participating teachers

¥A detailed description of the sampling procedure and results is
_contained 1in a separate report. (Choppin, et. al, 1981). This
information has not been reproduced here in order to avoid redundancy.

Readers interested in more information regarding ths saiyle and .

- procedure used .to draw it are’ referred to thz%t earlier work.

3
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rece1ved questionnaires: that e11c1ted detailed information on their

”Jnd1v1dua1 and school test1ng pract1ces, as we11 as related contextua]

and- att1tud1na1 data. .

Returns were obta1ned from 220 pr1nc1pals, 75 elementary school
“teachers, and . 363 h1gh schoo] teachers in 91 of the 114 districts

sampled. Return rates from all principals and from teachers at the

elementary level were apprOXimate1y 60%. About %9% of the h1gh schoo]

teachers in the sample responded To correct for differential .return-

/

rates by samp11ng cell and to approx1mate a. nationally representative-

distr1bution of respondents, weightings were applied in all

descriptive ana]yses./ The results reported below, therefore,
represent weighted est1mates of national testing practices, test use
patterns, and principal and teacher perceptions on test1ng-re1ated
iseues; \ ? - . '

Before presencing the results derived Hfrom the sample 'described

above it would be beneficial to provide some detail about the respon-

dents and their enyironment. The remainder of this- section describes

\

. che character1st1cs of the samp]e reSpondents and~ their schools.

Spec1f1ca11y, we will focus on the character1st1cs of the school context

in which the respondents operate and then on ‘the teachers themse]ves.‘

Tt is anticipated that this information will help provide a better

understand1ng of the results to be discussed in the later sections. .
The typ1ca1 elementary school” in the samp1e/ sefves a total

~ enroliment of 528, comprised_'of a majority. Caucas1an but ethnically

mixed student population. While the typical school community is
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economically heterogeneous, a significant minority of students receive

© federal -aid and/or qualify for free school junch benefits. | Transiency

and absence rates- are--relatively modest, .16 and. 6 percent_respectively.

A maaority“of -the -schools—{60%)- operate a‘--school improvement program,

and student ach1evement testing is th1ca11y included and .required in

such programs. “Over one half of the schools operate under minimum

competency testing requirements; while within these schools most

& : . .
students pass such required tests om the first try, a sizeable numbér of

students (20%) typ-aca'l]y exper1ence faﬂure. (See Table A-1, Appendix).

Sec_ondary .school enrollments, as wou'id be expected, are' substan-
tially higher, with a mean of 1439. While other’/_character-'istics were
qu'ite similar . to thcse at' ‘elementary school 1léevel, students 'in the
average hgh schoo] 1n the sample appeared nght'!y more econonc1a11y

advantaged, and less transi ent.

The typical . teacher within the schools 'de,scr,'ibed above had -

aﬁproximate]y twelve years of teaching experience, almost. ten of which

was in their current di’stm’ct.' (The resu1ts are presented in Table,

A-2.) In‘terms of their education the respondents were almost evenly

split between a Bachelors and a Masters degree, with less than 1%

ho1d1’ng a doctorate. Further, they tended to average some 24 to 25

college units beyond their hi ghest degree. The picture one has, then,

of the teachers in the sample is one of an exper1enced well quajified
3

professiona'l ‘who has continued to receive educatim. It is inter-

. e5t1ng to note how simﬂar the charactem stics were across the e1emen- .

4

tary and secondary 'Ieve]_s.
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The classroom these teachers tended to operate in-is described also in

the results found in table A-2 in the Appendix. The resu1t5eindicate

that"the ‘teachers had~ approximately-27- students-at. the. e1ementary 1eve1mhw“h

and 26 at the secondary level. At the e1ementary 1eve1 ~ they prov1ded
over 6.5 hours of reading instruction per week and about 5 hours of
mathematics instruction. The results at Athe secondary level were'
similar fof'matnematics, i.e., about 5.é hours of instruction per week .
Howeven 'fewen nours of English 1nstructionv06cured at the secondary

1eve1 than read1ng instruction at the e1ementahy level. This ref1ects
both the greater emphasis on reading earlier in a student's career as
we11 as the broaden1ng of the curriculum as a student progresses through
higher grade leveis. 1t should be instructional to compare these

’

average amounts of weekly instruction with the amount of time devoted to

- testing, which is described in the following sections.

How Much 1est1ng Goes on in Schoo1s7

, Survey results show that the typical student in the upper elemen-
tary grades spends,” on the average, about 10 hours a year taking:

,read1ng tests and somewhat !nore than 12 hours a year taking mathe-

: matics tests. (See Table 1.) Test-taking time, then, seems to

compr1se a littie over f1ve percent of the time often a110cated annu—
ally to ‘Formal™ 1nstruct1on in each of these subgects. {This figure

assumes one hour of da11y 1nstruct1on in each subJect for 177 school

.- days per year ) oL - ' W

n'. . l

) The typ1ca1 tenth -grade vstudent enro11ed in English, survey
results . 1nd1cate, spends about 26 hours a year comp]et1ng cng11sh

tests. Th1s const1tutes in tha ne1ghborhood of twenty percent of his
: &
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or ‘her annual time in English.class. For the typica] tenth grader
enro]1ed in mathematics, taking math tests consumes a 11tt1e over 24

hours each year =- rough]y eighteen percent of the time spent annua]]y

PR A}

¥

0

)

in mathematics cTass. (Here, the percentages egwen assume. daily

classes”of 45 minutes in each‘subject,éover 177 -days "per school year.)

=

, €learly, on the average . nationally, the frequency and duration of

testing in the frigh school 'suhjects exceed those in the equivalent
o] s

°

.unberlelementary—schoo1 subjects. (Refer egain to Tab]e 1.)

« It bears reiterating that ~ the annual times  on testing reported
here are estfmates of students' teste taking times. As such, they can
probab]y on]y serve as rough indicators" of the times that the teachers

1n quest1on sbend giv1ng_tests in the classrobom. On-site 1nterv1ews

(Dorr-Bremme 1982) suggestothat e]ementary teachers spend only about

%a Quarter to a th1rd ‘of . the1r tota] time on testing actually g1v1ng

'testsain the c]asseroom.‘—That 1s, for.each hour they devote to giving

a reading or math test, they typ1ca11y spend another two or three

J

hours - in such act1v1t1es as preparing for test1ng (e.qg., construct1ng

uisand d1tto1ng the test, 'rev1ew1ng direct1ons for standardized testing),

. 'test answer sheets), recordzng sco:es,'etc. (Time spent consulting -

'i correct.ng and grad1ng tests (or checkrng over students' standardi;ed-

test: resu]ts and otherwise us1ng“ them is not included here.} Thus,

: Ce]ementary schoo] teachers\- annual txme “on testing far exceeds the

’

Q\
‘vtypica1 student S - (Case stud1es 1ﬁ two elementary schools found that

teachers spent on the average of 200 to 250 hours ner year, in and out

"-of class,_1n ach1evement test1ng 1n a]] subaect areas--or roughly 12

' to 15 percent of thewr reported annua1 work t1me ) Resources were not

s a s 0. y ’ %
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| Table Al ¥ -
Time Devoted to Testing in Typical Classes
| Total -Amount .of
7| CTass Time Spent —|~  ~Nov—of Test— | —Average- - |-~
“ P on Testing Sessions for Length
& per Annum Typicai Student | of Session
- Elementary School (Grades 4-6) kx
--Reading Tests \ 9 hrs. 56 min. 22 . 27 win.
. . E B
.--Mé.thematics Tests 12~hrs. 28 min. 23 32 min.
N )
10th Grade English Class 26 hrs. 34 min. 49 32 min.
10th Grade Mathematics Class 24 hrs. 18 min. 45 33 min.
. Table 2
Time Devoted to Required Testing,
As a Percentage-of .Total Testing Time ,
For Typical Classes
f : ) Percentage - Percentage -
“Perceptage Time on.Testing Y Testing Time
""" Time on Testing - Required by . Devoted to
Required; by Local School ~Non-Required
_ . State . District Tests
Elementary School (Grades 4-6)
. . : ’ ° :
--Reading 30 29 . 41
~--Mathematics 21 . 25 54
10th Grade English Class T 13° %
10th Grade Mathematics Class 9 . 14 5 77 j
40 ;: e
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avai1éb1e for detailed case’ studies in high schools, but pre-survey
'interview‘ dgta' indicate tﬁat the average ﬁtestihg time péf year of
/Ihigh-school tegchers is also much greater than their students'.

How much of fhe testing juét described is required by\the educa-
'tion§1 hierarchyl beyond the school? How much is undertaken at the
~d§§£}%tion of teachers? Table 2 provides data to answer these

questions. Elementahy teachers in the samplé report that about half

the‘testing they conduct both in reading and 1in math is required by

their state or school district. Af the nigh school level, about one

quarter of the classroom assessment in both English and mathematics

résu1ts from state or school-district mandates. Notice, then, that

since high school students on the average spend twice as much time
kﬁnqa11y‘ being tested as elementary students do, these percentages
suggest that the actual number of hours spent in requiredftesting is

e
o

quité similar at both levels of schooling. Notice, too, that a

greater proportion of assessment in the high school subjects is volun-

B
i

tary: conducte%ﬁ;t:the discretion of the individuqi teacher, e
) ”.Nhat types‘qivtests are used most heavily? Which types é&ggume
larger proportions of classroom testing time? As Table 3 shows, tests
developed by individual teachers énd schools and, at the. elementary
level, - thoée -which accompany curriculum materials, occupy tﬁe great
majbrity of classroom testing time. Of all the test types listed, these
are the types over which teachers have most control. They cén

administer them when they deem-appropriate; they can design (or readily

adapt) the content to suit their own teaching emphases. Most teachers

interviewed - said that these types of ‘tests - fit Dbest with

P

>
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their instructiona] schedules and curricuia. And, from their points of
view, these are tﬁe most Qa1id fnstruments of those listed forlﬁugh
routine tasks as grading, on-going planning of teaching, etc. Tﬁe
predominance of locaily developed tests\%t the secondaryllevel supports
the notion that high schoo? teachers haXf more control over c1asSr66m
éssessment than do é]ementary school teachers. But heavy use of iocally
developed tests in the high schools may a]so'ref1ect‘that they have

fewer suitable commercial testing materials available. Comprehensive

curricu1ar programs -- jncluding texts with coordinated ’workbooks,
tests, etc. -- are m%re widely available for teachers of the elementary -
grades. -

Fina11y,‘note that the two types of testing most often generated
by étate po]icy -- minimum competency testind and state assessment --
consume on the average ‘very' small proportions of classroom testing
time. |

The figures in Table 3 are averaged across -all teachers in the
su;vey, ‘inc1uding those in states withoﬁf inini@unl competency testing =
requi}ements. ','Even wheré miéimum cbmpetgncy - tests  (MCT) éré;
redu{red in the grades sampled, however, - less thén three percent of
the testing time at the sampled ’elementar& grade levels and  two

’Eércentkof fhe testiﬁg tihe iﬁ secondary‘gradé,and subjects samp]ed is
taken up by these tests. Where MCT's are available, but not reqhifed,
they absorb less -thah one percent of the total testing time jn the
grades and subjects surveyed. h |

‘ The 'pictufe with /regard to statewide. as§§ssmen§r programs is

similar. Such programs require no more than three percent of the

EE



Types of Test Used,

-39 - .

Table 3

As a Percentage of the Total Time

. Devoted to Testing

s

Elementary 10th 10th
Teachers Grade Grade
: English Mathematics
TYPE OF TEST Reading | Math Teachers Teachers
Tests which form part of a -3 3 5 1
statewide assessment program
Required Minimum Competency Tests 1 2 1 1
Tests included with curriculum 28 35 8 17
materia1s
Otherlcommeréia11y‘pub1ished tests| 17 18 6 3
Locally developed and district 13 8 5 2
adopted tests ¥
N 4
School or teacher developed tests 37 35 74 76

-

¥
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total thting"time at the elementary level (or ébout 45 minutes per year
/

on the|average for reading gﬁa lnéthematics eombined). At the high
school |level, tenth grade (English ‘assessment programs typically take -

_ about

5 minutes ahnual)§ and‘ mathematics programs an average of 30 |
minutgs per year.
How are Test Results Used?:

/ P ;
/// Long 1ists of tests' purposes have been prov1ded in a1most every

test and measurement text in educat1on. Lisps of such purposes usually
include selection, placement, remediation,Efinstruc;iona1 improvement,
teacher assessment, accountabi1ity, and so en. But to what extent do
these ideals represent reality? The SurVEy questionnaires samp1ed a
variety of potential purp0°es ‘and exam1ned the extent to which the
‘results of part1cu1ar types of tests and other methods of assessment
actually serve each. Principals responded ebout the use of test results
for school-level decision-making and commun1cat10n, ‘while teachers
reported on classroom uses. The findings a}e summarized in Tables 4 and
5. |

Principals reported abouththe importabce.of test results irn eight
specific' areas. (See Table 4.) Based éon the survey findings, it
appears that principals ground their actioés in all eight,areee upon a
wide range of information sources. ATthou&h no one.of'these sources is
of overpowering importance, teachers' odinione and recommendations
clearly carry more weight than do test resu]ts for each of the eight
tasks listed. It appears that the more forma1 (and’ usua11y required)

4
measures--standardized tests, minimum competency tests, and tests tied

to district coﬁtinua{of instructional objeciives—-make their greatest
. X E - . \\ . .
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Table 4
/

Importance of Test Results for School Decis}on—Making
in Elementary and Secondary Schools Reported by Principals”

ELEMENTARY
Decision Area: . A B c D** E
Curriculum Evaluation ~ - 3.0 291  3.04 2.9  2.94 -

(.67) . (.75) (.87) (.07) (.84)

Student Class Assignments  2.50 : 2.35  2.46 2.4  2.93
' ‘ (.81)  (.91)  (.99)  (.08) (.77

Teacher Evaluation 1.70 - 1.53 1.80 1.68 2,127
| - (.76) 0 (.78)  (.93)  (.14)  (.97)
Allocating Fupnds 1.91 1.89 1.94 1.91 ——
;fn (.87)  (.90) (1.01)  (.03)
Student Promotion . 2.65 2.31  2.38 2.45 3.05
(.81)  (.96)  (.94) (.18)  (.70)

Public Communication 2.77 2.47 2.34 2.52 2.31
. (.90)  (.99) (1.00)  (.22) (1.05)

Communicating to Parents 2.91 2.64  2.67 2.74 3.43
(.60)  (.98)  (.95) (.15  (.55)

Reporting to District - 3.12 2.78 2.74 2.88 . 2.62
(.68) (1.10) (1.10) (.21) (.91)

~ SECONDARY

Curricuium Evaluation '2.83 - 3.27 2.95  3.02 2.76
' (.67)  (.64) (.82) (.23) (.75)

Student Class Assignments  2.77 2.98* 2.78. 2.84 2.98
< (WJT7) (.87) (.87)  (.12) = (.73)

Teachar Evaluation .63 1.77 1.84  1.75  2.39

3.14
(.70)

2.99
{.79)

(.74)  (.71)  (.78)  (.11)  (.83)-

Allocating Funds 173 220 2.06  2.00  ~—-
(.81) (1.13) (1.08)  (.24) -

* Student Promotion 1.61 2.58 2.05 2.08 3.33

(.78) (i.28) (1.13) (.49) (.85)

Public Communication 2.84 2.92 2.30 2.65 - 2.24
+(:80) (1.03) - (1.07) (.34) (1.05)

Communicating to Parents 2.91 3.03 2.55 2.83 3.56
(.58) (1.00) {(.99) (.25)  (.55)

Reporting to District 3.10 3.12 2.92 3.04 2.53

(.64) (.97) (.95 (.11} - (.88) '

Standardized, norm-referenced test batteries
finimum Competency Tests '
District Objective-based or Continuum Tests
Average Required Tests (A,B,C)

Results of Teacher and Curriculum tests
Teacher Opinions/Recommendations

[4-point scale: 4 = Crucial Importance - 1 - Unimportant or not used]
* Kumbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

' 3.34ng

(.54)

3.46
(.75)

3.38

1.76)

** Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of values in cqlumns A, B and



- 42 -

contribution in three tasks: curriculum evaluation, communicating with
parents, and reporting to school-district personnel. Conversely, these
typeé of tests are least important for teacher evaluation and in budget

allocation. At the secondary school level, these more formal types of

—assessment {particularly the-minimum.- competency. tests)_also play an -

important role in decisions about studéht c1a§s assignments. Further,
while Gstandardized, norm-referenced tests seem .to be the most
influential 6f phe formal, required tests for 'brincipals at the
elementary school level, minimum-competencytest results have mdré

sigaificance for high school principals.

Téachers also were asked to rate the 1mpqrtéﬁéé'0? a variety of
assessment types for activities in which they routinely engage. But
while principals reported on assessment uses for school-wide activities,
teachers were asked about assessment uses in four classroom taské. (See
Table 5.) ’

The results in Table 5',show that both elementary and secéﬁdary
teachers do see test results of'Qariou§ types as useful in making a
variety of decisions. Clearly, however, teachers accord the highest
importance to.their own observations of students' work and to their own
clinical judgments. Forvinitia11y grouping or placing students.in”a
curriculum, for ;hanging, students from vone group or curriculum to
another, and for assignin§ gfades, hear]y every teacher respondent
reported that their “own observations and students' classwork" is.a
crucial or important source of/information. The great majority of-
respondent;.also indicate that the results of the tests they themse]vés

develop also figure as crucial or important in these decisions. Many

46
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Table 5

Impor “ance of Test Results for Teacher Decision-Haking
in Elementary and Secondary Schools*

Standardized or Minimum

Decision Area:

Planning teaching at
beginning of the
sgchool year

Initial grouﬁing or
Placement of students

Changing a student from
one group or curriculum
to another, providing
remedial or accelerated
work

Deciding on report cdrd
grades '

Planning téaching'at
the beginning of the
school year

Initial grouping or
placement of students

Changing students from
one group or curriculum
to another, providing

remedial or accelerated

work
. //
Deciding on report card
grades

v

Test
Batterias

o

2.53
(0.74)

2.51
(0.74)

2.52
(0.79)

1.62
(0.76)

2.22
(0.84)

2.28
(0.92)

2.52
(0.95)

1.36
(0.66)

District
Continuim

Competency
Tests

2.60
(6.79)

2.59

(0.82)

(0.81)

1.81
(0.81)

2.38
(0.93)

2.46
(0.98)

2.59
(0.86)

1.45
(0.64)

Tests

IncYuded with

Curriculum

ELEMENTARY

2.91
(0.74)°

3.04 -
- (0.74)

2.89
(0.79)

SECONDARY

2.48
(0.92)
2.67
(0.93)

2.29
(0.96)

Teacher-
Made
Tests

3.12

(0.83)
3.12

(0.84)

3.38
(0.74)

- an oo

3.04
(0.87)
3.27
-~ (0.76)

3.65
(0.62)

* [4-point scale: 4 = Crucial Importance -.1 = Unimportant or not used]
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. 3.59
(0.60)

Teacher
Observations/
Opinions

- 3.39

3.58
(0.78)

3.66
(0.72)

3.69
(0.72)

3.84
(0.85)

3.61
(0.66)

. 3.68
(G.65)
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elementary school teacners also responded that the "results of tests

included with the curriculum being used"‘areAquite influential in their

1nstru6tiona1 decision-making. | |
Mirroring findings for principals, these results 1nﬁicate that

while teachers do not attribute heavy impertance to the results of

fequired tests, they do view them as somewhat useful sources\gitdata

vor decisions about initial planning and placement of students in

groups or curriculum, and even for dec1s1ons about reassigning students
to different instructional groups or curricula throughout the year. In\
this last process, they probably serve as a kind of beichmerk for
judging individual student's "capabilities.” = For example, imagine a’

situation where a student is performing poorly in his or he[“instruc—

tional groupj‘ A teacher might examine standardized test results to

determine whether the problem is "low ability" or whether other factors

such as motivation seem a more Tlikely explanation, and then base

-~ -

instructional decisions accordingly.

/ It is apparent from these results that_teéchers_use a variety of

sources to make each kind‘of decisions 1isted; they do- not rely only

vupon a single information source. As one teacher stated:

"You can't count a score on one test toc heavily. The kid could -
be sick or tired or just not feel up to doing it that day. Maybe
his parents had a fight the night before. Maybe he doesn't try.
Maybe he doesn' t test we11. (Choppin, et. al. 1981 )

Not only do survey respondents indicate that they consult severa]

sources of information abawt students' achievement in making particular

‘instructiona1 decisions, respondents -- and particularly those at the

48
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Table 6

" Proportion of Teachers who Report Considering Many Types of Asséssient Inforiation

- " Critical/Important for Given Activities
Planning Initial Changing § Deciding
Teaching at  Grouping Grouping on Report
Beginning of or Placement or Card

School Year of Students Placement Grades

\

Number of Scurces of
Information Given in
Question on Survey 4 ] 7 6 6

Moember 0L L ouiCes
Defined as "Many"
for Purposes of

..this Analysis ... . 3° . S S A

Proportion of
Elementary Teachers
who Indicated That

at Least this many
functioned as Critical
and/or Important

for the Given Activity 50% 1% 6% 4%
Proportion of , _ . :
High School Teachers 33% 47% ‘ 49% 20%
A}
v /
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elementary school levei -- also report thinking that many kinds of
““assessment techiniqigs 'give thein crucial and/or” Tmportant™informations

The data in Table 6\are illuminating here: over half the elementary
school teachers surveyed report giving heavy weighf to each of many
sources of information iR planning their teachihg, in making initial
groupings and p]acemedts, and in modifying jfstruction throughout the
year. | | \\

What are Schools' and Districts Administrative Practices in the Area
of Testing and Test Use? -

A growing literature suc-=sts that district and/or school leader-

ship is a significant deters < of whether and how educational inno-

“vations and practices are sustained (Berman & MCLaughTin,=19787 Bank=&
Williams, 1982; Edmonds, 1979). Thus, the Test Use in Schools survey
examined the practices of school and district administrators in: (1)
making, andg%dlding teachers accountable fdr curricular decisions based

E on test scdfes; (2) monitoring_énd/or supporting "school and classroom

%testing practices; and, (3) providing information end staff development

) on testing. Exploratory fieldwork directed survey inguiry in these'
_tﬁree general categsories and (asr'was the case with other survey
questions and item-response choices) suggested the particular dtems that

were included in the instrument.

Making and holdirg teachers accountable for _test-score-based

curricular decisions. The schogl and district administrative

practices in this area that were included on ‘the survey appear in

~

Table 7. Principals’ and (where appropriate) teachers' responses

A
.

regarding the frequehcy of each are reported in mean ratings on a

%,
4 ~ » - . > 4

50
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fc"r-pp{ntISCale.#, As the table shows, school and district admini-

crators hardly ever establish specific test-score goaTs for 1nd1V1dua1

schools or- teachers. However, d1str1ct adm1n1strators occas1ona11y do
check to see that areas in the curr1cu1um that test scores indicate need N
improﬂément»are in fact being emphasized in their schoois; principals
monitor their stsff 4members' ‘teaching fairly often toward this same
end. Often, tco (but not, on the whole, as a matter of routine), school
administrators meet with teachers in groups or individually to review
test scores and highlight their implications for curricular emphnses.

It is worth noting that on the average, teachers report each of

these practices as happéning less frequently'than principals do. It

'"mayfbé“thét'thé“ﬁttiVﬁfTés”in“questfﬁﬁﬁavé:morgfsaiﬁent:fromrpr%ncfr——
pals' perspectives' and less so from teachers'. A}ternatively, .
principals may perceive them .as more desirable practicés than teachers

. do; if so,.this perception may have led some principals to exaggerate

the frequency of their occurrence. A |

Table 7 also indicates that test scores function in making and
holding teachers accountable for decisions on curricular e@phases less
frequently at the ;secondary-school level than they do in elementary
schoo}s; , Perhaps this occurs in relation to districts' practicps in

; turning test résu]ts. Secondary principa]s. find that scores are

o§]y rarely returned by their district snch.that tney can be used in

curr;:E1ar decision méking. In e]emen.ary ‘'schools, the curriculum- »

embedded tests that accompany basa1 reading and math series can be

l

used “as a bas1s for cross- classroom analysis of achievement patterns

when standardized-test resuits and other scores are not forthcoming -

* Mean rating on four-point scale: 4 = happens regularly, routinely;
3 = not reguiar or routine but happens fairly often; 2 = not regular or
routine; it happens rarely; 1 = does not happen at all.
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‘Making a:d kolding Teachers Accountable for Test-score-Based Curricular Decisions ' \
‘Pr‘lﬁC‘lDa]S' Reports* ) Teachers' Reports* ’
: : Elementary Secondary Elementary . Secondary
. ADMINISTRATOR(S) v o0 ? Yoo ) ! B
’ " .‘: . . . - / “ Ry . b -
with teachers to revies scpres and . 3.0 2,94 2.84 2,05
fies areas that need extra emphasic ' L . .
jes téachers, FEV'I&VS.N:UIE"\“ plans ' ' 3,23 3.07 - 2,66 2,31
sure areas indicated by tests are
emphasized .
test scores into account in evaluatiag 1.57 1.55 1.46 W7 N
srs and/or establishes test-scors aoals ' g . Co '
2achers o m2et ' '
|

CT ' NI RATE™ -

. ' *
: reos o ihvpthey o 2,63 2,08 ' Not Asked T
iy o001 o UM i dectsio, iy : .
es,_revieds schaol plans and/or - 2.84 2,67 "
res reparts to assure school 1s ‘
sizing skills that test scores
need work
lishes specific test-score goals for school 2.12 2.33 " A

‘ratings on four-point scale: 4 = happens regularly, routinely; 3 = not regular or routine but happens falrly often;
ot vegular or routine and happens rarely; 1 = does not happen at all. . o ’
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from the district office. (Recall _that <iae use of commercial,
curriculum-embedded tests is more prevalent in'th§7e1ementary grades. )

- Mcnitoring and subporting testing- practices. Table 8 displays

those school and district practices. examined=»*n 'fhis area. Results

b ]

are again shown as means ‘on the four- p01nt frequency scale. of all

the practlcee examined, only one seems to occur more than occas1on-
1 1

al?y. district monitoring of the d1str1ct test1na progrmn, Re?ease

- o

time for teachers to develop tests 15 on the whole a rare ghenomenon.

So, too, are adm1nistrat1ve reviews of (a) teaclier-constructed ,teste .

and (b) student performance on such: 1nstruments as umt and chapter)

tests. (Althcugh not specified in Table 8, the latter test types. were

mentioned explicitly in the questionnaire item.) -These results.

suggest that there 1s little mon1toring of teachers cTassroom test1ng
schedules. They also indicate that one type of measure upon which
teac@ers rely heavily --. tests thag thy themselves]conﬁtruct - ¢
-,‘most often wr1ufen individua]]& Aénd with no superv1sory ' review.

Pro;iding staff deveIopment and 1nf0rmat1on about test1ng and test

resu]ts. Prtntipa1s were asked to comment orn the frequency with wh1ch

Q

they and’ disfrict adm1nistrat0rs provided 1n-=erv1ce experiencas germane

 t0 testing and test results. In add1t1on, ‘teachers were asked to.report

Y [+]

-

on the occurrence- of particu1ar types of staff deve1opment overathe Tast

(_

Fe

two years. .’ The respansec of - pr1ncipals and teachers to theseoquest1ons'

o ~ -

.- are shown in TabTes 9 and 10. I o o ,"
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: Tab1g §

Vonitoring and Supporting Testing Practices

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR(S) + »

Requires teachers to turn in test scores/ .
grades on classroom tests and/or assignments

MW%WMmmWMMM%M‘
tests they construrt

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR(S) Ve

WMMWmmemMMS”

to see that a1l aspects of district testing
program are properly carrled out |

Provides release time and/or extra pay for
teachers to develop tests or currcular
~ materfals ncluding tests

f\\%Principa1s‘ peports”
E*emehtary Secondary

230 (L10) 2.2 (L0

162 (0.9) 2,17 {107

A0 (0,85 2.8 (107)

2,12 (1.03) 2,33 (0.58)

Teachers' Reports”
Elementary  Secondary

LI (LI7) 243 (L.02)

ot Asked

Mot Acked

mmMmmemume4hmmmMMmmmmJ=MNwwwmmwmmWHWWM%
E MMwwwmmmmmmmeIdmmMmmum . |

h

G

LAV



— B . Table 9

Providing Staff Development and Information About Testing

_ Principals’ Reports on Frequency* : ' Elementary Secondary

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR(S) . . .

Brings in speakers, workshops, printed ~
material to update teachers' assessment 2.62 (0.87)** < 2.48 (0.77)
skills - '

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR(S) . . . ' /

Brings in.speakers, workshops, printed g _
mat$ria1 to update teachers' assessment _ 2.73 (0.98) - + 2.71 (0.90)
skills . _ _

* Mean ratings on four-point scale: 4 = happens regularly, routinely; 3 = not regular or routine
but happens_fairly often; 2 = not regular or routine and happens rarely; 1 = does not happen at
all. ‘ L

** Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
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Table 10

Percentages of Teachers Reporting Participation in Staff Development

: " Secondary  Secondary
Topic ‘ - Elementary . English  Math

(1) Analysis and explanation of state, ‘ N
district, or schoo! test results : 84 70 60

(2) How to administer tests required by
my state, district, and/or school ~ _
{precedures.to follow, etc.) o 78 54 46

(3) How to interpret and use results of
different types of tests {(e.g., norm- f
referenced and criterion-referenced 59 35 34
tests and their applications)

{4) Alternative ways (other than tests) _ ’
to assess student achievement - 5 25 21

{5) How to tie what is taugnht more closely
to the skills, content covered on
required tests : 50 37 25

(6) Presentation of published materiais . _
designed to prepare students for
particular tests or to improve 4 32 29
test-taking skills : -

(7) Training in the use of test results ’ ‘ .
| to improve instruction 35 ' 21 19.

(8)". How to construct or select ,
good tests , 20 23 18

58 >




- 53 -

According to principals, staff déve10pment for- teachers in the
area of assessment OcCcurs occasidna]]y, i.e., with a frequency that on
‘the average falls aﬁéut midway between survey categories “very of@en"
and “rare\y%“ It appears that such staff development is generally
initiated siight]y more frequently by diSt?ic;cadministration than by
principals.

Of all the topics listed, more teachers report participa%ing in
sessions devoted to: (a) analysis and explanation of test ?égults,
(b) directions for adminifteringl required tests, and (c) haﬁﬁ to
interpret ané use the results of different types of tests. Staff
development devoted to increag{ng teachers' routine classroom assessment
skills, these data indicaté; occurs much less frequently. Thus, for
example, only about a fifth of the teachers in each category report
‘receiving ‘instruction in "how to consfruct or select good tests."
‘Information on other means of assessment (alternatives to festing)'wag
equally rare for secondary teachers, although some 54% cf the elementary
teachers did report staff development on this -topic. Training in the
use of test results to improve instruction was evidently provided for
35% of the elementary icachers gnd about 20% of the secondary teachérs
sampled. ‘_

Two other staff deveTopment activities on the 1list can be
construed as aimed directly af impéovfng students' test results. (See
jtems five and six.) Between a quarter to a thirq of the secondary
teachers have received training in these areas, while 40% to 50% of

the elementary teachers have.

-~
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Finally, it dis worth noting that secondary teachers, overall,

rehort receiving staff development in topics related to testing less
often than elementary teachers do.

Resources in support of testing. In a set of questionnaire items

separate from those discussed juét above, teache}s were asked to éom°
ment on the aJai]ability and ‘'use of four resources which could support
_their classroom testing efforts. Teachers' responses to these items
(Table 11) afe presented in this section since the avai]abi1ify of each
of these resources can be interpreted as due, at least in part, to the
initiatives of schoo1 or district administrators. This is particularly
true for item gfnkS‘of test questidns and compdterized scoring and ana-
lysis of tests. In the case of the other two items included (other
teachers with whom I plan and deve10p tests, someone to help graée tests
and assignments), administrators can structure organizational arrange-
ments that facilitate their availability and use.

The list of resources included in the survey instrument was
selected on the basis of considerable fieldwork and piloting. - Never-
theless, eaéh resource was unavailable to a large proportion of respon-
dents. The exception, of course, was “other teachers with whom I plan
and develop tests or other evaluation assignments,” but oniy about a
quarter of the elementary-school teachers and a similar fraction of the
secondary-school teachers reported taking advantage of this resource
frequently. Some 45% of the secondary teachers reporfed constructing
tests with others a few times a year, and fieldwork suggests that this
often occurs as teachers ih the same department conjointly devise

A

mid-term and final exams.

60
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- Table 11 _
_Available Resources for Testing Percentages of Teachers Reporting

Y

AV&I%AELE
. _ . I Used Once L
Resource ‘ NOT To Several Used at Least
AVAILABLE Not Used Times/Year Once/Month

Item banks of test questions 71 4 8 16 Elementary
upon which I draw in oo
making up my tests. ‘ 51 8 24 . 16 Secondary
Other teachers with whom 1 pian 37 12 26 | 24 Elementary
and develop tests or other ’ ‘

evaluation assignments. 21 10 45 24  Secondary
Someone whe helps me read, 69 6 _ 4 21 Elementary
grade, or correct : ¢

tests and assigmments. 0 ' 5 . 4 21  Secondary

‘ Quick, computerized 64 2 30 _ 4 Elementary
scoring and analysis ’ v : :
of tests ' 58 16 - 22 4  Secondary
e
|
|
bi
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Table 12

N\ Teachers' Perceptions of Tests and Testing
Percentage of Teachers in Agreement With Each Statement

\ | TEACHERS
QUALITY OF TESTS - Elementary Secondary  Secondary
’ cngiisn Math
Commercial tests‘are usually of hi'gh quality . | 59 46 46
The tests developed in our district are very good 62 62 60
The content (or skills) on most required tests is 2 -
very similar to the content or skills that I teach B 77 77 79
Tests of minimum competency are frequenﬂy unfair _
*to particular students ' -58 -48 35
USEFULNESS OF TESTING |
Testing motivates my students to study harder 73 : 80 a3
Testing of minimum competency/proﬁmency/func- .
tional literacy should be reguired for promotion at
certain grade levels or for high school graduation . 81 85 %0
IMPACTS OF TESTING ' ' .
Recently, I have been spending more teaching time
preparing my students to take required tests 46 N 40 _ 30
Tests of minimen competency have affected (would
- affect the amount of time I can spend teaching '
subjects or skills that the tests do not cover 62 62 42
in our school, testing programs are generally held
to be much 1ess important than the sccial problems _
with which we are concerned . ‘ 39 32 42
As a result of minimum competency tests {and similar
programs) parents are contacting schools about their
children more frequently or in greater numbers 53 42 36
The pressure that testing exerts on the schools has - ' .
a generally benefical effect ’ . 48 0 72
Teachers should not be held accountab]e-for students' - -
scores on standardized tests or tests of minimum : :
competency . 1 - 68l 61
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of the secondary teachers (46%) were convinced of commercial tests'
,quality, but a 60% majority supported the view.that their district-
e . ‘ .
iﬁdeve]oped tests are "very good.”

. It is impossible to know, of course, what criteria survey respon-

! ’

dents dse in judging whether or not these tests are of "high quality" or
"very good," but other phases of Project inquiry provide some ciues.
_Results of an earlier CSE questionnaire study of testing‘in five Cali-
forniajschool-districtsf(Yeh,~1978)rwere reana1yzedf§n planning. for the
national survey under discussion here. Among the 256 elementary school
* teachers who resjonded on Yeh's instrument, the foliowing appeared to be
(in descending order) the most important criteria in test selection:
similarity of test material to what was presented in class; clarity of
test format; ease with which 'the test can be adﬁinistered and/or
scored. fie]dwork interviewees (Choppin, et. al., 1981), who also spoke
of these considerations, emphasized too that they seek tests which yield
information that they consider useful in their routine teaching tasks.
. The following quotations are i11ustrative;'
That computer-processed data [on. district
objectives-based tests] can really be used with
those kids that need help. It does a better job
[than the other tests available] of identifying

students. and students' -needs...l :can now say,

"the kid needs to work on objectives 2, 3, 5, . -
and 9."

1 don't feel we need to test, test, test; but
i€ the information is something I can use to
prescribe instruction, then I don't really mind
giving it: - ;

-
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These and similar findiggé suggest that in Jjudging the quality of
tests, practical concerns (as opposed to technical, psychometric consi-
derations) are foremost in teachers minds. .

Three quarters of the teachers in each survey category agreed that
most .requ1red tests" cover ‘what they teach. This is one of the rare
survey %indings that is stﬁikinglyt different than fieldwork results.
Interviews both before an4 aftér the survey found many teachers
complaining about the “mis-fﬁt“.between what they taught and material
covered on standardized teﬁts (which are usually requiraed). Fewer
interview rESpondents, but still more than the survey would suggest,
commented on format and content differences between their texts and
asseSsmeﬁt instruments required by their state and district. It is
possib1e, then, to s§ecu1ate that surveyﬁrespondents equated the term
"required tests" with those that they themselves require of students (as
many interviewees -initially did), rather than with tests mandated by
the%r district or state, as the survey intended. It is also possible
(but we believe less likely) that our interviews were conducted in
districts where teachers wer% unusually critical or fhat our interview
questions inadvertantly "cued“ a high proportion of negatfve reactions
toward state and district tests.

Note that elementary-school teachers and teachers of high school

Eﬁg1ish were more frequently critical of fhe fairness of minimum
tbompetency tests (MCTs). Issues of language and bu]ture; .among
dthers, may be more salient for these teachers than for those of
high- schoo1 mathematics, who on the whole found the fairness of MCTs

less prob1emat1c
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Usefulness of teéts; The great majority of teachers {73% of the

g1ementar§, 80% of the secondary English, and 93% of the secondary math)
sampled indicated that ﬁﬁéy believe téstiqg motivates their students to
study harder.  Perhaps with Epis in mind, an even larger proportion (81%
of elementary, 86% of seco;dary English, and 90% of - -~andary math)
agreed that proficiency or minimum competency %ests should be fequired

for promotion at certain grades or for high-school graduatjon. e

Impacts of testing. Our fieldwork suggested that the very pre-

sence of testing--especially test{ng required by agencies beyond the
}schoo]--wou1d influence teachens' reports ‘of trends. in dinstruction.
As the items in-Table 12 under the "impacts" heading indicate, this
was often the case. A substant1a1 m1nor1ty of teathers (from 46% at
the e]ementaryﬁ1eve1 down to 30% for secondary me:/teachers) reported
that they havg found themselves spend1ng more teach1ng time preparing
students for required tests. A near majority of teachers in _each
- survey category (rﬁnging fEEW'BZ% of the e]ementary teachers to 42% of
| the secondary math) felt that minimum competency testing focuses (and
probably contracts) their c1assroom curriculum in the d1rect1on of
tested 3kills.  And while many teachers seem to \fee1 obliged to
emphasize the skills that certain required tests cover, a great majority
(ranging from 71%_f0r e1émentary to 61% for secondary) reject the notion
- that they should. be hé]d accountabie for students' performance oh
standardjzed.ané minimum competenéy tests. (Recall that many teachers

interviewed during fieldwork portions of the study commented ‘on the

~inappropriateness of weighing- one assessment measure "too heavily,"

AN

66
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citing variations in students' motivation and test-taking skills ag‘a
rationaie for their ergumehti} o |

While some teachers are 8pparent1y wary of testing's influence on
curricufum, jnstruction, and their own accountability, opihion on these

issues clearly is diviﬁed among respondents. Furthermore, on the whole,

the p;eportions of the teachers in\each survey category that express
these concerns are roughly equaled by the those that cite benef%ts of
testing. .S%%ght1y over half.of fﬁe elementary-school teachers and over
a third of those in high schools agreed thatfcontacts with parents have
increased as a result of mﬁn{hﬁm -competency/proficiency teseing
programs.- (Alerting parents whose children are in educational troe51e
is a typical feature of most MCT programs. ) Nearly half of the elemen-
tary -school teachers (48%) and a substant1a1 maaorxty of the h1gh -school
teachers (60% of English and 72% of math teachers) also concurred with
the proposition that ;the preseure that testing exerts on the schools
has a generally beneficial effect.”

' We began this paper by citing the controversy over achfevement
testing that has arisen 1n»academ1c circles through the last six or
eight years. -The'resu1t§ repdkted_in‘Tab1e~12vsuggesti;hat present
achievement tests and testing practices may -be ’equa11y .controversiaT
among educators in the‘schoo1s.- At the'very least, the perceptions of
the teacherslare mixed with respect fo the QUa;{fjtand 1mpaets of tests
and testing. It may be that the perceptiens of 1ndiyidua1vteachers are‘
finely differentiated and highly complex, reflecting consiqerabie“

thought. Alternatively, the patterns of response to these questions may

-
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signify that mahy teachers cqrrenﬂy hold ambivalent, or even.contra- _

dictory, viewpoints with respect to the merits of . testing.

Principals' perceptions of testing and test use. A brief disf:us;-
sion of principals’ views will ceinp1ement the ‘for'egoing“ discussion.
Principals responded to a<‘set of statements wh'ieh included some of these
'presented to teachers and some designed exclusively for administrators.

host principals seem to be "satisfied with the euah'ty of available
tests: over 80% agr'ee that "standardized tests are fair for most
students and that the quath of both district developed tests’ and
comerma] cu rricu]um tests is genera11y good Almost half, however,:
express concern about the equ1ty of minimum competency tests for some
students, and a sizeable miiority (43%) have: r'eser'vat'idns abcut the
"pressure that required testing exerts upon me and the teachers in my
‘school.” Nonethe1ess, moet feel that "test scores are a fair]_y‘bg‘ood
index of how well a school is doing," (611%) and that schools ‘should be

held accountable for -their students' scores on standardized ach1ev,e" ent

tests’ (60'%) and on minimum competency: tests (73%). They are on the
whole uncomfortable with the idea of using test scores to eva]uate\
teachers: ovz':',GfJ'-% of the elementary school pripeipa1s and a bare .
‘majority of secondary principals agreed that test scores.shoiﬂd not be, '
"used to evaldate teacher‘s effxectweness or conpetencé. .

A -ma*om ty of the pr'1nc1pa1s surveyed report sa‘t1sfact1on with
the -amount of time ‘devoted im the\ir schoo1s'to "rj‘eqmr'ed_testmg and-
the "pr"epar'ation‘ for it Moir'e”thén_ha1f_ advocate r'equ_ir'ed minimum _

t':ompétency testingafor- grade promotion and high school graduation.

. —_
»
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What Factors Influence Testing Practices?

" The findings presented thus far have'Seen ;jescm'ptive of national
v'a1ues for elementary .and bsecondary' vteacher"s \and principals.  As
i.ndicated previously these . values are the re§u'xt of weighted
computations designed to‘e‘S_ti.mate- the actual numerical values for the
r;spective popu]ations o,fk interest (elementary t.eacher' or principal,
ise‘condé_ry teacher or principé])". While providing these po'int
"‘éstimates of national test use results was one of the primary

_ ,66ject1‘ves of tvhe Test Use Study, ancther objective was to explore and
identify relationships that impinge on test use in the sctk\o_c‘ﬂs.- That
is, we were concerned with ‘inves.{:ﬁgating'the r‘g]at;"onsh—ips between
test use and certain policy relevant 'var'iab'les;. In so doing, it was
hoped that a framework could be deye}oped that would “poth integrate
the result- o7 the current study as well as guid2 future studies of fhis
topic.

As the nature of this effort was exploratory and interest was in
'ide'ntifying re]atidnships rather than pr‘oject'ing specific values, if
was .decided that unweighted analyses should be performed. Thus, the A
results reported in this section should not be construed as actuva1
rpr;o\]'eg;ti-ens of national values. Rather, the results should" be
intér‘bi‘eted as indicative pof likely r‘e]‘atio\nsh"rps" that may exist in
the schools n"ationwide. /

The exp1§ratory ‘analyses were conductéd inv'two phaSes., In the
initial phase, we examined "the relationship between three key policy
\)é_riableé (district 'rnim'mum competency testing. requirements, district

socic-economic status, and school context) and a variety of test-use

) . ’ . . b . -lu B 89
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indicators developed from the survey results including amount of

testing, use of test results, -and percéptions of testing.

]
Analyses utilized scales created to - examine various aspects of

achievement testing practice including:

- Amount of total student time on testing (in minutes) as
reported by teachers. ' :

- Use of assessment results as reported by teachers: i.e., the
importance attributed to results summed over all decision
areas.

° use of formal measures, including norm-referenced, standard-
1zed\ tests, minimum competency tests, and district-objec-
tives~based tests '

use of curriculum-embedded testing, including placement,
chapter or unit, and end-of-book or end-of-level tests

use of teacher-made tes;s
use of teacher judgment

o

o

- Perceptions of testing as reported by teachers.”
° quality and value of tests ' )
° equity and desirability of minimum competency tesis

° emphasis on basic skills-(as it co-occcurs with different
testing practices and other variables).

For‘eaCh policy variable a series of analyses were perfokmed inves-
tigating the re]étionship of that variable to each of the survey indi-

cators. ;

% Composite variables were created to represent the three general

subcategories- included in the fifteen perception-elicitation statements
discussed earlier. Thus, the quality/value composite was based upon
respondents' mean rating (on the four-point scale where 4 = strongly
agree; 1 = strongly disagree) across six perception items; the MCT
equity/desirability scale on mean responses to 1iwo items; and the
basic-skills emphasis scale on mean responses across four items.
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Table 13 !

Relationships between Minimum Competency Testing !
Requirements and Total Time in Testing ‘

Reported in Minutes

SECONDARY ELEMENTARY o

Total per Total
English [ Math | Teacher! || English | Math | Per Teacher

No Mimimum Competency . ‘
Testing (MTC) 3723.53 |3173.38 3455.01 577.45 |.570.91 1148.37

MCT required for
diagnosis, state- ‘ ,
mandated measure 915.77 |1180.50 1086.47 504.32 | 448.15 992.48

MCT required for
diagnosis, local ,
choice of measure 1600.07 |1394.57 1482.77 . 889.90 | 486.32 976.22

MCT required for
promotion or graduation,
state measure 1427.73 | 808.15 1095.86 338.69 | 632.88 971.57

MCT fequired for
promotion or graduation, . : ;
local choice of measure 766.78 | 786.29 769.87 401.98 | 625.85 1027.84

3
1 Dpifference in mean - values of different MCT  categories statistically
significant at p < .01 R - : :

rea]ify. (See Table i4.} Note too, that as conseqdences’grow
more serious, i.e., @elementary promotion vs. secondary
graduation,, teachers' views apparent]y grow morev cautious.
Perhaps as a rasult of these consequences, secondary teaéﬁers
‘where MCT's are required for promotion or graduation find a
greater emphasis on basic skills instruction and a greater need
to emphasize tested skills than do other teachers in the sample.

These~tfends were not observed at the elementary school levei.

i
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Table 14

!

Relationships between Minimum Competency Testing Requirements
and Attitudes Toward Minimum Competency Testing*

SECONDARY 1 { ELEMENTARY 2} °

MCT required for promotion/graduation, ,
state—mandated measure - - 3.56 4.24

MCT required for promotwon/graduation,
tocal measure 3.76 4,29

MCT required for diagnosis, . o )
state measure . ' : 3.93 4.38

MCT reguired for diagnosis,
local measure . 4,20 4.96
No MCT ' 4.16 4.79
1 p< .05
2 p<.0l

* Values on this scale ranged from 2 to 8, with a value of '2'
indicating a strong negative att1tu‘ and a value of '8 indicating a
strong positive attitude.
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While differences related to minimum-competency—testing status were
observed in amount of time spent test1ng and 1n attitJEes toward tests,
_no differences were found 1n the use of test resu]ts. That is, despite
the consequences of minimum-competency-testing programe, teachers do not
report according more importance to teet results in general. This may
sugges%g that minimum competency efforts are separate\‘from_};einstream
instruction. | o

The relationship of socic-economic status_to testing,v Given the

evaluation and testing requirements associated with compensatory
programs, it seemed 1ikely that students from low SES béckgrounds would
‘ubjected to more testing -- and therefore lose more instructional

-- than their more advantdged peers. However, avai]abie data
indicate that students in tower SES,aheas do not spend more total time
in testing thaﬁ those in middle- and upper-income settings, nor do they
spend more time in required testing. In fact, there is no relationship
.between total test time and SEé when either a dfstrict or é school level
tndicator is employed.

Teachers' use of test results also aBpears unrelated to the sociq:.
economic status but differences do occur in principals' reported uses
Test results apparently have greater impact and wider consequences in
10wer SES schools than they do in higher SES settings. In the 1atter,
principals report pa nre attention to test scores, part1cu1ar y
those of minimum-competency and district—continuum.tests; in evaluating
curriculum, deciding on student class assignments,_a]]bcating funds, and
in communicating with and reporting to the public, parents, and tﬁe

district. (See Table 15.)

74
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- Table 15

| Importance of Test Results for School Deci s1on-Mak1 ng
in Schools of Higher and Lower SES*

HIGHER SES
Standardized Minimam District Objective  Average
: norw-referenced Competency * based or Required -
Decision Area: test batteries Tests Continuum Tests ‘Tests (A,B,C)**
. : .
Curriculum Evaluation 2.90 2.95 2.64 2.83
(.52) (071) (.92) 1
Student Class Assi gnments 2.49 . 2.24 2.10 2.27
(.71) (.79) (.96) .
Teacher Evaluation . 1.69 1.81 ' 1,94 1.81
: 3 ; (.72) \ (.74) (.81)
Allocating Funds 1.85 . - 1.85 .77 - . 1.80
, (.83) (.91) (.86)
Student Promotion 2.19 289 - 2.27 2.31
(.83) (1.04) o (.95) ‘
Public Commnication 7 2.69 S 2.36 C2.3 - 2.6
Communicating to Parents . 2.80 - 24 ©2.51 , - 2.68
- : . - {.56) _ 94y (.84)
Reporting to District 3.03 *2.94 2.74 .-2.90
(.73) ' {1.09) (.94)
, LOKER SES
Curriculum Rvaluation 3.08 3.18  3.08 3.11
o (78 (.59) (.83)
Student Class Assignments 2.68 2.67 2.59 2.65 _
. (.79) (1.03) (.94) :
Teacher Evaluation - 1.95 1.74 1.94 . 1.88
: (.84) ' (.72) : (1.03) .
Allocating Funds 2.00 2.45 . 2.18 2.21%
. - (.79) ~(.92) (1.00)
Student Promotion . - 2.45 2.39 2,17 2.34
(.93) : - (.99) (.84) . .
Pub.ic  ~mnication o 2.88 - 293, . 2.59 2.79
‘ (.90) (.97) (1.04) ' ‘
Communicating to Parents  2.96 3.26 3.26 3.16
. (-57) . (.78) (‘.51) ‘
‘Reporting to District = 3.11 © 3.8 3.11 3.17
(.65) + (.61) (.93) '
[84-pgcint scale: = Crucial Irrpoi*tance -1-= Uniglpor/t'ant or not used] ' >

°

. * Numbers in parentheses represent standard deviations.
** Numbers in parentheses represent standard deviation of values in columns A, B and C.

- . . f
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v
relationships to amount of, use 9f, and attitudes toward testing were
examined. Correlational éna1yses indicate that all three factors are
significantly related to some. §Spect of teachers' .testing practices,
though none were related to the amount of time spent on iesting. '

The information and fraining about, tests factor'.reflects how much
igformation and training through staff development éctivities, teachers
réceived in the last two years. It was hypothesized that knowledge
about ..st resul:s can be utilf . . th L53r0C
setting could vacilitate teachers' us2 of tests and/or influeic their
attitudes toward testing.. The corre1ative analyses support these
hypotheses, particu1af1y at the elementary-school level. More training
is associated Withvigreater use of formal tests for instructional
dacision-making and wiﬁh'more bositive attitudes towards the quality and
utility of tests. (See Table 16.) Amount and diversity of staff
déve]ophent, however, are not related to the. use of curriculum-embedded
. or teacher-made tests-- probabi} becausé the kinds of inservice training
_teachers report usua11y’focus on more FTormal measures. !
Curri;u]ar accountability is likewise related tc test use and
; éttitupeé. Survey results indicate that when principals show that
thej care,about test scores -- by revieWing,teSt‘séﬁres to identify
curricular weaknesses, taking action ‘to assure teachers are - empha-
sizing <%ills. that te%& scores show_are needed: etc. -- teachers pay
fite e ooun e tes%s in their.instrucfibnai p1énn1ng and feel more
positively about the usefulness of tests.. 7

Survey findings also indicate that testing ‘resources such as -

someone to help correct or grade tests; quick, computerized test

>
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Table 16

Relationshiss b oo 7T Factors and Testing Practices

CTAFF DEVELOPMENT  LEADERSHIP SUPPORT ‘INSTRUCTIONALRESOU;"{CE’; TESTH o 28

Elen, S%c, ~ Elem Sec, Elem, Sec, Vi, Ser.
RMEMRME“MRME‘MRMEM

e Toard Qi o et 38 26 25 _* 20 _ B
oo bty 0 0 B B 5 6 I 30 L A 29 06
lke of Contimuum Enbedded Tests . 16 36 3926 2% % 6L 28 2

Use of Teacher Made Tests L0640 e e

¥ Statfstically non-sfanificant (p. 2.05) correlations have been ndlcated with a _h
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scoring and ana]xses; item banks of test questjons; ¢r collaberative
arrangements for test development .are notnwidely-available. Neverthe-
less, the greater the number of these resources that are available,
the greater the importance teachers accord to alllkinds-of assessment
results, including their own-observation-based judgments. r

The use cf test results for instructional planning and decision-
making agsumes fhat some action can be taken on the basis of student
test scores -; e.g., providing remediatioq or advanced work for indi-
vidual or small groups o% students. /Instructional.resources; such as
aides, instructional machines, and alterhative curricu]dm matg!ials must

4 . ~ .
be available to make such actioﬁt feasible; whera there are no options,

.

no decisions are necessary and likewise test scores indicating the need

for alternative actions are superfluous. Survey findings support this
1,_ic: availability of instructional resources is related to. the use of

all kinds of tests at the e]ementany-school level and .to the use of

formal and curriculum embedded tests at the'second9ry level.

A Conczptual Model for Teacher Test Use

Tha previous section presented the results of a series of

exploratony'ana1yses designed to identify possible relationship between

certain meaningful constructs and total test time and test use. These

results indicated that no consistent pattern of relationships with total

testing time were evident at either the elementary or secondary ievel.

However, several relationships were found between the use of certain
types of teﬁts for instructional decision-making by teachers and some of
the constructs from the previous section. This section examines these

relationships within the framework of a single. conceptual model that

- - A
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would capture the important policy implications 6f these associations.
It shou]d.be stressed that while thi$ examinatioﬁ was conducted using
the féchniques of path analysis; thé results shou1d ndt be construed ég
anythihg more than 1ndicative. Because of the exploratory nature of the
analyses no formal tests of the conceptual modg] or of a]ternat1ve
models were conducted; rather on]& sing]e relationships (bath55 were -
‘tested for statistical sisgnificance. Thus, whi1e the model to be
preéented shows significant relationships between the'construtts; it is
"not necessarily the only, possible explanation for these re]ationéhips.
The remainder of this sectioniigro}ganized‘by the results of the path

analyses for e1emehtaky and secondary teachers. -

Elementary Teacher Test Use
#he conceptual model shown in Figures 1 and 2 (see Appendix)
1ncorporates the resu]ts for four different outcomes reflecting

teachers' use of d1fferent types of -assessment. That is, relationships

between the teacher use of specific test types ‘and the po1icy’Vahiab1es
were explored. within the same model. . As can be ‘seen in those}figures,
foub types of dpcision-m;king devices were included: formal
standardized tests, curriculum embedded tests, teacher-made tests, and
teacher obs;rvations/judgments: For each{ of these, we examined the

. relationships between amount of use and vériab]es\inc1uding: perception

of -.basic skill press, attitudes about quality of “tests, testing

resources, instructional resources, information about tests, curricular

accountability, and school Tlevel" socioeconomic status. It was
hypothesiied the schoo1l SES would act as an exogenous variable in this

system of relationships. Further, it was thought that curricular
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accountab111ty on the part of the pr1nc1pa1 wou1d drive the amount of

1nformation and training received by the teachers. That is,
' part1c1pants who were viewed as emphas1z1ng and support1ng greater use
of tests were also 13 kely to provide and requ1re more tra1n1ng on test

use. Last1y, it was assumed.that accountab111ty and 1nformat1on wou]d

relate to att1tudes about test quality and bas1c sk111s press.

H

The cenab111ty of " these hypotheses can be ascerta1ned from the

[

results oresented in Figures 1 and 2 d1sp1ay1ng results of e1ementary
'schoo1 read1ng and mathematics. The ‘paths drawn 1n these f1gures
represent stat1st1ca11y significant regress1ons between the var1ab1es
involved. Paths_not drawn in the diagram indicate that the regress1on 3;;-;
was- not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant * Look1ng at the results in’ these two ,
rf1gures, ore is struck by the high degreé of correspondence. In fact
there is oniy one relationship that was siat1st1ca11y swgn1f1cant in -one
case and not the other. For e]ementary 1ath teachers there 1s a.s1gn1-¥
ficant relationship between the amount of 1nstruct1ona1 resources and“
use of formal tests in decision-making wh11e that re1at1onsh1p does not.-
appear for reading teachers.. With that except1on the two mode]s are
identical in their structure indicating that the same mechanism is
11ke1y to be operating regardless of subject&matter. .’Qu L
Beyond the concordance between the two cases there are severa1
kv1nterest1ng features of ‘the mode1 _First of a11 the 1nf1uence ‘of SES

on the use of tests in dec151on-making is moderated through variab1es

which are directly under administrative control. Spec1f1ca11y, ‘the
/

B - . .\ .
* A probability level of .05 was used in these ‘analyses to determine
statistical significance. The single exception to this criteria has
been noted in the Figures. ¢ The basis ‘for - this exception was the
exploratory nature of the analysis which generally 11vo1ves somewhat
more 1en1ent criterial, for examination of results.
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.,amount of 1nformat1on and tra1nang about tests, and the degree to which
the pr1nc1pa1 ho]ds teachers accodrtdble moderate the influence of SES
on test use. Thus, regardless of a;schoo] s SES it appears possible
| through administrétive steps fd inﬁfuence a teacher'sf use of tests.
This administrétive effect appears td bevmanifestad tﬁrough the atti-
tudes that teachers have about tests% In partieuiar, teachers seem to
‘have better attitudes ébdut the qua]i#y of tests in schools where there
is more information -and training about tests. Additionally, teachers
who are more informed about teste and areﬂhe1d more accountable by the
principal for test resul¥s also perceive a greater emphasis on basic
skilis and basic Skii]s tests. These ‘characteristies translate "into
greater use of formal Eesting in making classroom decisions.

The use of formal tests is also a function of the amount of
resources available to the teacher. = The greater amount of feeting
resources (e.g., scanning, scoring he]p);the greater.the use of formal
- testing. Further, increased 1nstruct1oq@1 resources leads to greater
use‘of formal testing. The hypothesis here is tha: resources perm1t
instructiona] alternatives or options[ The existence of these optiohs
requires' greater decision-making on the part df teachers and hence

\

greater use of test results. ' e \' - -

[ N
N

The use of curr1cu1um embedded tests seems to be a function of the

amoung of bcth test*ng cnd wnstruet1ona1 resources as we]] "as the
teacher's perception of the quality of tests. In situations where the
teacher feels that the~commerc1a1 tests "are well made~they will be more
1ikely be emplioyed in decision-making. JAgain, the role of resources

seems to be one of making ;estingE?E’test‘use more feasible.
3 )
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1t is interesting to see in the results of these analyses that the

only contributing factors to the use of teacher-made tests and teacher

udgment are the resources available to the teacher. This findiné may
ref1ect the pervas1ve use by teachers of these mechanisms for arriving
at 1nstruct1ona1 dec1s1ons almost independent of other sources of 1nfor-
mation. That is, there may be a feeling on the part of teachers that
their own test. and judgments are more suitable for decisions than more
formal measures regardless of their attitudes and training about these
latter tests.

In sum, the model portrayed in Figures 1 and 2 i?ows that the use
of test information in teacher decision-making can be inf]uenced by
administrative action. In particular, the administrator canﬁrequire
greater accountabglity on the part of the teachers, provide more
inforﬁation and training about tests and, if feasible, supply additional
testing and/or instructional resources. Each of these actions appears
to bositive1y influence the use of one or more types of test use.
Secondary Teacher Test Use

{
Similar analyses were performed for secondary schoo1 teachers who

taught English {reading) and Mathematics. The resuits of these analyses
are presented in Figures 3 and 4 in the Appendix. As can be seen from
these figures tne picture at the secondary level is nct nearly as clear
nor consistent. In fact, there are few statistica11y siqaificant
relationships for the English teachers and those that do exist are for
the use of curr1cu1am tests. Because of the paucity of relationships

for these teachers it would be hazardous to attempt to interpret them or

‘the mode1.



The results for mathematics teachers are somewhat more encouraging
though still not as conceptually appealing as the elementary school

results. The resuits in Figure 4'showﬂthat a somewhat similar mechanism

to that found in elementary schcols may be operating for the use of

. formal and ‘curriculum tests. That 1is, it appears that curricular

accountability, information about tests, and testing resources are all
influencing the use of formal and curricular tests. What appears to be
different at this level, however, is the greater direct role of
curricular . accountability. This variable has strong direct
relationships to both use variables. Further, this vériab]e, rather
than information about tests,xseemsvto relate to teachers' attitudes
aboqt' test quality. Thus, these /resu1ts seem to point to greaier
impértance of the role of the principal in establishing Eurricu1ar
accountability than at the lower gradé levels. It should be noted,
however, that the same constraints are still involved with dse of tests,
it is just their relative priorities and ihterre]atidnships that are
differgnt. Therefore, from a prescriptive point of view, working on the
three variables of informétioh aqd training about tésts, curricular

s

accountability, and testing resources seem most Tikely to pay dff in
terms of greater teacher use of formal and ;ommercia1.tests.

In summary, these analyses have expTo#ed a possible prescriptive
model for teacher use of different typeé of information in their deci-
sion-making. While the resu1t§'showed some disparity between elementary
and secondary teachers, particularly for secondary English teachers,.

some definite similarities were found. 1In particd]ar, it appears that

three policy relevant and administratively manipulatible variables are

A
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related to incfeased use of formal and commercial tésts. These three
variables are @belamount of curricular,acéountabf]ity operating in the
school, the awchnt of information and training given td the teachers
about tests, and the amount of test1rg related resources made availabie
to the teacher.i'lt would - appear that if increased use of forma1 test
results was a des1rab1e goal, increased emphasis should be placed in the
three areas ment1oned above.

Concluding Remarks

s
e

As we conclude our anaTyses’bf Test Usg in Schools Project data,
we are left with the feeling that considerable additional infbrmation
and investigation are needed to understand more fuily and to model
those factors that. most influence local testing practices. However,
the data from th1s study have 1dent1f1ed many important areas-which seem
to influence testing. In particu]ar features of the school envircnment
aré among the most  influential in determ}ning--how much attention
teachers give 1o the results of formal tésting.‘ Further, project
findings a]so’suggest some of the qualities that teachers seek in tests
-~ qualities which local educational agencies mfght strive to embody in

their testing programs. Other4 results indicate the advisability of

Sy

attending to the qua11ty and extent of pre-service and in-service

teacher training in assessment. And still others add to our

}

understanding of the ways .in which teachers think and reason as they
carry out routine c1assroom tasks.
The spec1f1c findings of th1s study are presented in summary and

"narrative form be]ow:

co
<



CSE STUDY OF TEST USE

Summary of Findings

PR

.. How much bas1c skills testing goes on in schools?

a. The typical upper -elementary-grade school student spends abnut:
- 10 hours 1iyear in reading tests
- 12 hours a-year in mathematics tests
- 5% of instructional time in testing in each subject /

b. The typical secondary student spends-about:

- 26 hours a year in English tests

- 24 hours a year in mathematics.tests !
- 20% of .instructional time in testing in each subject -%.

c. Student test time represents only about 1/4 to 3/3 of the time
teachers spend in tests related activities.

d. Secondary students Spend less time in testing where minimum
competency testing is required for promotion. Student time in
testing is unrelated to any other sampling factor, 1nc1ud1ng SES.

2. What kinds of basic skills tests are administered?

a. Elementary schonl teachers report:

, About half of the iasting they conduct is required by their
state or school district.

Teacher-developed tests and commercial curriculum-embedded
tests each account for about one—third of c]assroom testing.

Required minimum competency tests account for a very small
percentage (3 5%) of test administration time in the grades
studied. :

b. H1qh school teachers renort

About one-quarter of the testing they administer is required
by their state or schoo] district.

The majority of testang (75% in English and in mathemat1cs) 1s
teacher developed.

Minimum competency testing accounts for only a small portion
of the testing condueted. . .
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3. How are test resultis used?

a. It is clear that principals and teachers base their actions and
decisions upon a wide range of information sources. No one
testing source is of overwhelming importance: greatest weight is

- accorded to professional observations and opinions.

b. Teachers and principals find test results as useful and at least
moderately .important in making a variety of decisions:

Principals report that formal tests -- standardized tests,
minimum competency tests and tests tied to district continua
-~ ara most influential for three tasks: curricuium evaiua-
tion, communicating with parents, and reporting to school
district personnel. These types of tests are 1ittle used for
teacher evaluations or in budget allocation.

Teachers report that the results of formal tests are moderate-

1y useful. for planning teaching at the beginning of the school
year, for initially grouping or placing-students in a curricu®
lum, and for changing a student from one, group or curricuium
to another and in identifying needs for accelerated or remedi-
al work. - Teacher developed tests and, at the elementary
school level, curriculum-embedded tests, play a strong role in
each of these decision areas as well as in deciding on grades.

Secondary teéchers accord less weight to formal and curricu- '
1um-embedded tests than do elementary school teachers. :

¢. Teachers and principais in lower SES schocls seem to accord
slightly more importance to test results than do those in higher
__ SES schools.

4. What are schoels' and districts’ acdninistrative practices in. the
area of testing? }

a. Accountability in test-score based curricular decisions:

While school and district admiristrators rarely (except for
lower SES schools) establish specific test score goals for
individual schools or -teachers, they do check to see that
areas in the curriculum which tests scores indicate need
improvement are in fact being emphasized. 0

School administrators likewise meet with teachers fairly
often to review test scores and highlight their implications
for curricular emphases. - -

Secondary teachers are less accountable to test scores for
curricular planning than are their elementary peers.
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<

Monitoring and support of testing practice:

- There is little monitoring of teachers' classroom testing
practices.

- Few resources -- e.g., release timé to develop tests, aides to“
help grade tests, access to item banks, quick or computer1zed
scoring -- are available to support testing activities.

c. Providing staff Geve1opment and information about testing and

d.

=

- P

test results:
- Secondany teachers receive less information and training re-
lated to testing than do e]ementary school teachers.

- For elementary school teachers:

A great majority receive information or training in how to
administer tests required by the state, district, and/or
school and analysis and explanations of the resu1ts of suth
tests.

About half receive information or training in how to inter-
pret and use the results of different types of tests and in
alternative ways to assess student achievement.

About half receive information or training related to rais-
ing test scores: how to tie what is taught more closely to
the skills covered on required tests and published materials
des1gred to prepare students for particular tests or to
improve test taking skills. L

Few receive training in how to construct or select good
tests or in how to use test results to improve instruction.

~ For secondary teachers: -

R e

Most receive analyses and explanation of state, district ,or
scnoal test results, a bare majority receive information on
_how to administer required tests, and only a minority re-.
ceive information or training in any of the other listed
areas.

District and schoo1 adm1n1strat1ve pract1ce appear re]ated to
testing practwces and attitudes toward testing.
- Hhat are teacher§ and" pr1nc1pa1s attitudes toward the qua!ity of
tests? . -

2. Principals' and teac™ ers: att1tudes'toward testing are dividec.

While a majority appear re]at1ve1, pro-testing, a sizeable minor-
ity of teachers (sometimes. approaching 50%) express serious
reservations about regquired standard1zed and minimum competency‘
tests. N

Most teachers (60%) and the great majority of principals feel
that tests develjoped by their district are very good, and similar
-proportions of‘$rincipa1s and e1ementgry teachers n1k°w1se agree

89\
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de

that commercial tests are of high qua1ity. Less than half the
secondary teachers are convinced of the quality of commercial
tests. '

. Three quarters of the teachers at each level agree that most

"required tests" cover what they teach.

. More staff development and greater administrative support for

testing are associated with more positive attitudes toward the
quality of tests--for both elementary and secondary teachers.

What are teachers' and principals' attitudes toward minimum compe-
tency testing? ’

A substantial proportﬁon of principals as well as elementary and
high schocl English teachers. are critical "of the fairness of

* minimum competency tests for some students--particularly in those

schools where minimum competency tests are in fact required for
promotion or graduation. Fewer high-school mathematics teachers
(35%) express concern.. ‘

. Most teachers. agree that minimum competency tests should be.

required for promotion at certain gradés® or for high schocl
graduation. -Principals appear more circumspect about MCT: about

"~ half advocate such. minimum competency testing requirements.

7o

a.

b.

. Teachers are less supportive of MCT as a requirement for promo-

tion or graduation where MCT is currently required for these
purposes. : '

. Elementary teachers in ibwer SES schools hoid less positive views

about minimum competency testing than their peers in.more advan-
taged settings. ’ '

What are principals' and teachers' views about the impact of test-
ing on the school curriculum?

A sizeable minority of teachers (almost 50% at the elementary
schcol tevel) note that they vecently have been spending more
teaching time preparing their students to take required testing.

About - 60% of the sampled teachers (excluding secondary math
teachers) assert that minimum competency testing affects the

amount of time devoted to content or skills not covered by the

. Secondary teachers where minimum competency tests are required

for promotion or graduation find a greater ‘emphasis on basic
skills testing and greater need to emphasize tested skills.

Principals, to a greater extent than teachers, believe that
required testing programs result in more time being spent in
basic skills instruction, particularly?in lower SES schools where
80% so reported.

The impact of testing on the curriculum is negatively related to
sccio-economic status, with greater impact in lower SES settings.
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a-

b.

...9.. Mhat.factors. influence the use of test resulis?

a.

b

- 84 -

What are principals' and teachers® -views about testing and
accountabiiity?

A great majority feel that teachers should not be held account-
able for or evaluated by their students’ performance on standard-
ized tests. . :

Most principa1$ feel that test scores are a, fairly -good index of
how well a school “is doing and that schools should be held
accountable for their students' test scores. = . -

A

Teachers' use Of formal test resuits is related to their atti-
tudes toward tests, staff development training, and the testing
and instructional resources available t0 them. .

Teachers's use of <curriculum embedded tests is related to their
attitudes about test quality and the instructional and testing
resources available to them. '

At .the elementary school level, teachers' use ¢ teacher-

developed tests -and their own observations and judgments is
related to available resources and staff development opportuni-
ties. Lower SES settings are associated with greater use of

teacher-developed tests. :

Socio-economic status seems to be related indirectly to use of
test results, through its relationship ith staff development,
test-score based curricular accountability, and perceptions of
basic :skilis curricular emphases. Lower SES settings are asso-
ciated with more staff development, greater curricular -2ccount-
ability, and heightened perceptions o7 a basic skilis press in
the curriculum. : : I
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Figures 1 - 4
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‘Tab1e?A1

School Characteristics

Elementary ’ Secondary
; Mean S.D. © Mean S.D.
Total Enrolimeént 528 (235) 1439 (696.3)
.School Ethmicity e | |
Hispanic 8.1% (21.2) © - 6.8% 7 {18.4)
Asian 2.1% { 9.2) 0.7% ( 1.2)
Native American v 5.5% (20.4) .0.4%  ( 2.1)
Caucasian (Eurc-American) 70.6% - (35.8) 76.2% (31.0)
Other - C1.2% (9.9) - 0.7% ( 5.7}
Socie-Economic Status - :
Low_income (< $8,000) 32.2% (26.2) 22.4% (20.2)
Middle income 51.6% - (23.4) . 56.7% ' (19.3)
High income (> $25,000) 20.5%  (21.7) - .21.8%  (17.6)
% of student receiving :
v AFDC or free Tunch - 31.0% (26.2) 23.2% (22.8)
Transiency Rate T . 15.5% (13.7) . 10.4% ( 7.8)
Absentee Rate | 603 . (9.4) 7.8 (3.7)
_.School Improvemeht Program - : S '
% Participating 59.7% — 63.0% -
% Requiring Testing © 76.3% ——— 65.7% - - ---
Minfhum Competency Testing : - .
Required . 53.3% —-—— 50.0% -—- :
9 Students passing first time 80.0% (23.0) - 76.1% . (22.6)
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Table A-2

Teacher Characteristics

Elementary Secondary
Averaée Number of Years of Teaching Experience 12.63 (7.50) 2.69 (7.50)
Average Number of Years of Teaching in District 9.68 (6.94) 10.04 (7.00) .
: N . .
Percentage of Teachers whose Highest Diploma is:
 Bachelors | < _ ’l.9%2 © 50.66
Masters | 41.65 48.44
Doctorate \ 0.17 : 0.91
. . ] . B
Average Numbers of credits/units,beyond“Tast\degree- 24.10 (24.39) 25.82 (22.34)
_ Average Number of students in.class - : 27 ... (9.45) ' 26.09 (9.84)
Average Hours per week of English or Reading ~ 6.55 (1.97) 5,38 (1.78)
. . .
Average Hours per week of Mathematics : . 5.19 (1.44) 5.62 (1.67)
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Testing in the Schools:
. Imthcations‘of a Natienal Survey of Teachers and Principals
Robertrt.'Linn .
College of Education
University of Il1linois at Urbana—Champaign'

According to teacher reports obtained from " the questionnaire
survey conducted by the: Center: for  the Study of .Evaluation,
(Dorr—Bremme & Herman, 1983), the typical student in-grades 4 to 6 or
in ara;e 10 Spends”a substantial amount of time taking. various kinds

of ach1evement tests each year. On the average, it is estinated that

students in grades 4 to 6 spend approx1mate1y 22 1/2 hours per year

taking reading or wathematics tests. Rough1y ha1f/th1s time is spent .

/
taking tests required by the state or local schoo1 d1str1ct the other

half goes to non—requ1red.tests which are se]ec d or constructed by

o

irdividual teacher
The correspondwng estimate of. time that g ade 10 students spende“
taking Eng11sh or mathematics teets s almost 51 hours per year.f The

1ncrease compared to e1emen+ary schools;, however, - 1s due a]most

<

ent1re1y to 1ncreases in the amqunt of t1ne Spent on tests se1ected or

constructed by.. teachers, which accouncs for about 38 'of ‘the 51 hours,
or ahou% 75% of the time. © T o et T
. G S

- The observationvthat quite, a few hours are devoted to testing is
not particularly. supr1s1ng Indeed, the introductory paragraph”of'the

CSE quest1onna1re seems to presuppose a 1ot of testing, stat1ng, " for

I

.example, that "testing f1rms -and “curriculum pub11shers are f ood1ng

. N i Q .
the system with new test mater1als - oo .
» of course, know1ng that e1ementary students spend rough]y‘sb of «

. 0 -

- . "

c
& o

]
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their reading or mathematics class time taking tests of one form or
o o o

another,  or that the corresponding figure for grade 10 ‘students is

closer to 20%, raises more questwons than it answérs. These results,

~ [

taken 1n}1so1at1on do. not answer quest1ons of real 1nterest, such as:

.

Should more or less time be devoted to ‘testing? What uses are made of

the results? Are the results used appropriately? What are the nature

and qha1ity of the tests? f Is the balance between classroom and

‘

externa]1y requ1red test1ng about right? ~ What are the‘positive andf

negative effects of all the test1ng? How cﬁn test1ng be used more

effectively? Partial answers to some of these and other quest1ons can

be g]eaned from the CSE survey resu]ts Results ofvother resedrch

studies can &lso be brought to bear on such guestigns. - Unfortunately,

however, we still must rely on rather weak evidence and speculapion in )

trying to’an7wer sqme‘of the more'important questiOns.
‘ "Moratorium -
It is hardly necessary to revfew_here the#various criticisms of
standardized testing Some of‘the common criticisms were‘mentioned by

Dorr-Bremme and Herman, and I'm sure that those and other cr1t1c1sms

are quite fam111ar to th1s audience.’ It is-vorth noting that those -

"y

common criticisms are generally directed on]y at s%andardized tests,

o

rather than cTassroen tests which‘ as was just noted, consdme about'

: ha1f of the totai test1ng time at grades 4 to 6 and three- quarters of

the time ;t grade 10. It is clear that some of the more voca1 critics

not “only: be]ieve' that too much time is devoted to standard1zed- '

s testing, but that any t1me would be too much. ‘ _A S

. In th1s regard the report of the 1978 Nat1ona1 Conference/ﬁn

Achwevement Test1ng and Basic Sk111s prov1ded the, following summary of

/s
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the position of the‘Nationa1 _Education Associat{on~
S1nce 1971 .the NEA has sought a morator1um -en’ standardwzed
test1ng ‘because of beliefs that the tests do’ not do what they

;

;// Durport to do, that they tend_ to- be cu1tura11y b1ased that they

R r

automatically 1label ha1f=the students,as losers. Standard1zed

tests se1dom correspond significant1y to Tlocal’ 1earnqng
objectives, and they can't be used to measure growth over a short }

period of t1mg...'(Nat1onal Institude of Educat1on,‘1979 p. 13).

Judging from the amount of time .spent on required testjng, it is

clear that the extreme action of a moratorium has not hft a very

reponsive chord. The call for. a moratbrium is not only an extreme

-position, but it seems to conr11ct with the op1n1ons expressed by

teachers in the CSE survey as we11 as those obta1ned in severa1 other

/curveys. ~In-a nat1ona1 survey of apprbx1mate1y 3, 300 teachers

/

| conducted in 1978-79, for example, Stetz and Beck (1981) found that

fn a1though abdut, 20% of the /3,140' tea?hers who responded to the -
quest1ons said that the,némount of standardized testing in :the
teachers 3choo1 systems was "too great'l 73% said it. was "about’

5?ight" -and -an add1t1ona1 7% said that it was "too 11tt1e“. Gos11n"
(i967) reported similar result*s for“alsurvey-of teachers conducted -
f1fteen years ear11er, Vin 1963 64. Only 15% of the teachers who -
expressed an’ op1n1on in Gos11n S survey sawd they be11eved that too
many standrd1zed tests are- g1ven. Roughly an equa] number §a1d that
too few were g1ven, and the remaining 68% sa1d the number was about
right. | R o f A
N K moratorium, oqr eyen a significant reduction in ‘the amount)of

' standardized;testing, would seem to be contrary to'the stated opinions 4
' \ . : : N . '

(o)
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of a substant1a1 maJor1ty of teachers As will be shown~be1ow the

&‘

.reasons . stated for a morotor1um a1so seem to conflict w1th the

PN

:opfnions expressed by teachers 1n the CSE and other surveys, = -

“Uses .

~N
5 o

The CSE survey d1d not ask teachers if they. thought 00 many or

too few tests were given, but from the. resu1ts of prev1ous surveys it .

PG

m1ght reasonab1y be= assumed that the .moda1 response would have
O . Y -

1nd1cated that the number was “about _r1ght ‘_ A more important

0 R

QX

quest1on however, 1s whac use is made of the test resu1ts. 'Thk CSE

A

survey ‘asked teachers how 1mportant var1ous sources of 1nformat1on

'ﬁ
s

mere for four purposes~ (1) planning’ teach1ng at the begrnn1ng of the

year, (2) 1n1t1a1 group1ng,or p1acement of students, (3} hang1nq a
/ |

o student from one group’ or, curr1cu1um to another or prov1d1ng remed1a1

Rl

or accelerated 1nstruct1on, and (4) dec1d1ng on report card grades...

Teachers rerponded on a four po1nt sca1e of cruc1a11y 1mportant,,

1nportant s!1ght1y 1mportant or un1mportant.v‘ Not supr1s1ng1y, )

standard1zed tests were Judged to be re1at1ve1y un1mportant for the

-t

purpose of dec1d1ng cn report card grades. Actua11v, the means, were a
bit h1gher ‘than 1 wou1d have expected on th1s question, fa111ng about

hal fway between un1mportant and s11ght1y 1mportanr. -

.The means on the othe three uses‘of standard1zed,tests a11 fe11

between s]1ght1y important and 1mportanth A1though these means are

L

d

1ower than the correpond1ng means for teacher-made- tests or teacher

opinions/fand 0bservat1ons I cons1der th1s response to. standard1zed

tests to be re1é;1ve1y‘kos1t1ve. It is certainly more posit1ve thun

seems to be implied by the previously mentioned NEA pos1t1on. A

number of:‘other studies -have found that teachers va]ue the1r oWn

._40

t P kS :
, - 3 .
. G . 3 s ’ o
b L ] g 1 0 8 :
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judgment: more highly than the information provided by standardizep

tests (e.g;? Hastings, Runkel, Damrin, Kape & Larsen, 1960; Hotvedt,i

1978; - Scheyer, 1977; Stake & Easley, 1978). This seems to be a

feasonab1e state of-affairs.
‘ - R ‘ o ° © a
As Kellaghan, Madaus and Airasian (1982, “p. 259) have pointed
out, standardized "test informatidn in most cases serves to confirm

the evaluations of pupil ability and achievement that teachers have

a]réady formed. Thus, it will be the exception rather than the rule

~for a teacher to 'be confronted bj 1nformat1on from tests that m1ght

1ead h1m or her to believe that some modification of h1s or- her_

perceptions or practice shouid be considered." The availability of an
independent source of information that identifies such exceptions is
one of the important functions that ave served by standardized tests.

The range of uses for which teéchers were specifically asked to

judge the importance of standardized tests in the CSE survey is rather

narrow. Neither of the tﬂf most fréqhent1y reported uses idéntified
in the Stetz and;\Béck (i981) studg\ are included 'in the 1list.
Seventy;four. peréent_ of " the teathers tsurveyed by Stet;“:qnd Be;k
reported that they used standardiiéd échievgment, test fe§y1ts for

“diagnosing strengths and weaknesses". The second, most .common use,

vihich was claimed by 66% of the teachers, was "measuring growth".

These f1gures may be compared to 52% for "instructional p1anning",
N

‘which is the quest1on in the Stetz and Beck survey that most close1y
.para11e1ed the CSE 1mg\rtance quest1ons. It wou1d be of interest to
know how the CSE responaén %awouud have rated the 1mportance of the

other, more common, uses reported by\§tetz and Beck.
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Minimum Competency Testing »
One of the areas that is. given more attention in the CSE survey
than in eariier studies, such as Goslin's. or Stetz and Beck's, is that
of'minimum competency testing. A majority of the combined sample of
elementary and secondary teachers indicatqd that "tests of minimum
rompenency have affected or wou]d'affect the amountbof time they couid
devote to teaching subjects or skillse not covered by the tests.
Despite this fact, an overwhelming majority, ranging from 81% to 90%
‘in the three groups of teachers surveyed, agreed with the statement
that "tests of minimum competency/profioiency/functionai ‘1iterac§
should . be reguired /of all students for- promotion at certain grade
levels-or for high scho01 graduation". = It would have been nice if the
promotion‘ and graduation uses “had been separated‘ and if a third
‘category of mandatory asswgnment to a remedial program had been added
it is unciear how many teachers favored one of the uses (e.g., -
. promotion) but not the other (e.g., graduation). Judging from theA
findings of Stetz and Beck, who found that 59% ‘of the teachers favored
"the use of competency test results to determine high sch001

-,

graduation", the CSE percentages would probabiy have been somewhat
lowervif the useS-had been separated. 'Nonetheiess, minimum’competency_
test"requirements of one bkind or another seem to enojy rather
widespread'supgort/among teachers. . B

The 1level ;%f apparent support is somewhat puzzling when
juxtaposed with the same teachers' opinions of the fairness of minimum
competency tests; Between 35% and 58% .of the three groups of teachers
agreed with~ the statement “that “tests .of minimum competency are

frequently unfair to particuiar students If the use and fairness

: | ‘ ].Ji)
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questions are considered together, it must be inferred tﬁat ét 1ea§t a
‘third of the ‘teachers simultaneou$1y béTievémfﬁéi-Q%A%ELQwé;%;é£éﬁeym"
tests are ﬁreqqent]y unfair to some students but that"nonethe1ess they
should be require& éf'§11 studenis for promotion at some grades or for
high school g;adugtidn. Maybe teachers have faith that their distriét
will avoid one of the tests that are judged uﬁfairu Or possibly they
believe fhat the béﬁefits for most students oufweigh the perceived
’uhfairness for a few studehis. ‘The fact that a clear majority of
teachers (between 73% and 93%) say that testing motivates students to
study'harder may help exp]aiq/the apparent inconsistency. But I still
find these opinions rather difficult to reconci1e;. |

It is worth noting that the teachers from schools with'h{nfmum

fcompetency testing reqd{rements had édméwhét Tess favorab]é attitudes

toward thfé uééwb%lﬁééts than did their counterparfs from schoels that
did not have a minimum competency testing program. Given the externaI
pressure on teachers for accountability, it may be that tegcheréx
believe that it is prudent te accept such a requirement in principle.
But experience with the limitations of an actual program may dampen
their enthusiasm.

The apparent strength of the endorsement of minimum combetency
test requirementé alsé seems a bit suprising when coupled wjth the
previously mentioned finding that most teachers. think that sdch
requirements would alter the amount of time that théy would devote to
content or skills not' covered 'by the xtest.l The latter opinion
ceftainYy seems reasonable. There is coﬁsiderab]e evidence that

. . [ . . .
examinations that have important .consequences do influence the

111
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curriculum (see, for example, Cronbach, 1963; Linn, 1983a ,b; Madaus &

Greaney, 1982; Madaus & McDonagh, 1979; Tinkleman, 1966) But one of'

the more common criticisms of minimum competency testing is that it
w111 narrow the curricuium, and 1 would haveJexpected that teachers

would resent the shaping of the curr1cu1um by such an externa] force.

N

& 4
@ 0f course, while some people see the prospect of a test-dr1ven

curriculum as a danger, othes see it as a desirable ‘end and would

argue that a "test provides the means of making agreed-upon objectives

£ ,
clear and precise. - An important goal of instruction should be the

N

N ; . . ./
achievement of those objectives as‘demonstrated by performance on the

. . " . L
test" (Linn, 1983a, p. 125). Nonethe[gss, 1 find it a bit surprising

that teachers are apparently so sanguine about having an external test-

play such an important .role in determining what they teach.

The "Debra P." case has made it c1é3p that studipts musp'be;

provided with instruction in the content and ski11s’§overed“by a test
that is required for high school graduation. Instructional Va]idity
was a central issue in that case and can be expectéd to be a key

consideration in other judicial decisions regarding minimum competency

tests. The 1981 decision of the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals —

concluded that-“A state may condition the receipt of a publiic school
diptoma on the passing of a test so 1ong as it is a fair test of that
which was taugpt" (644 f.2d at_406). Because the Court of Appeals did
not find sufficient proof in the record befoqé it in 1981 that “"the
test covered material actually studied in /khe classrooms of the
state", the case was reménded for further éndings. Su?sequent to
that decision, Florida commiséioned 10X Z;sessment Associates to

conduct a massive study of the instructional validity of the test.
. : !

112
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That study consisted of a survey of teachers, & survey of school

d1str1cts, a survey of siudents, and a series of site visits. Over

mm e R

25, 000 e]emenfany and secondary comunications teachers and a s1m11ar
numbeﬁ\of mathematics teachers responded to the teacher survey. For

each of the 24 skills tested on the State Student Assessment Test,
’ \
Rart II (SSAT-II), teachers were asked to answer the following

:&gstion:

“During the previous instructional year, did you
provide instruction which specifically prepared your
students for this SSAT-II skil1?"

Those who answered yes to this question were asked to respond

to a second question: ' A o

"Did you provide ybur “ students with sufficient
instruction so that they should be able to
demonstrate mastery of this skill on the SSAT-II?"

L

A

Neediess to say, the teacher survey alone, rot to mention the

' other three components of the study, produced a voluminous amount of

data.

A1§pough I have reservations about the resuits for demonstratihg
the instructional validity of the test that I expressed in testimony -
before the District Court, I won't go into that issue here. My only
réasoﬁ for describ%qg the study is to underscore the importance of the
match betweeni what‘ is taught' and what 1is tested when a minimum
compeﬁency test is used to determine the award of high s;hoo1
diplomas. I should note in passing, however, that the District Court

was convinced by the results of the I0X study and ‘concluded that the
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State had succeeded in "proving by a preponderance of tﬁé evipence
that the  SSAT-I1  is  instructionally valid and\'%therefére
constitutional". Whether that decision will stand foliowing appeal
remains to be seen, ‘but the state of Florida waé allowed to deny
‘diplomas to students igﬂthe class of 1983 wﬁo had not passed the test.

The CSE survey provide§ only meage; and somewhat ambiguous
information on the question of instructionai v§1idit¥f Teachers were l
asked the degree to which they agreed‘or disagreed with the following
statement: "The content (or skiﬂ1s) of most required tests is very
similar tolthe content or ski11§ that I teach." Note that minimum
competency tests are not singled out, and that such tests comprise
ests. Ne(g%he1ess, the

responses of the teachers are of interest in

only a small fraction of the required

ight of the importance
of this issue and the previously quoted positioh of the ﬁEA that
"standardized tests se1dom‘c6rrespond significantly. to local learning
objectives”.

The responseslbf the‘teachers to the CSE survey are contrary to
the NEA c]aim; Slightly 6ver three-fourths of the teachers agreed
that the content of the tests was very s%mi]ar'to that which they
téach. It s, of course, impor@ant that between oné—fifth and
one-quartér of the teachers disagreed‘with.the statement. ¥%i...a it is
cunsidey .. that the question covers a wide range of tests,~however,‘
the results, along with those in Florida, .wculd seem  to ﬁrovide
encouragemént to those who hope to demonstrate that teachers éonsider

.a carefully selected test of minimum compefency to have instructional

validity.
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Although it again mixes minimum competency tests with other -
standardized tests, one other item on the teacher questionnaire“%det

deals with minimum competency testing is worthy of mention. This is

the ‘queetion of. whether teachers should be held accountable for

,studepts‘ _.ores on these. tests. Not surprisingly, a substantial

ﬁajority of between 61% and 71% of the teacperé séid,' "No."

Princiba]s apparently concur. or at 1eg§t they genewal1y raied the:
! . E \, .

importance of minimum competency tests for purposes of evaluating
their teachers as either "uhimportant" or “s1iéhf1j fﬁgorﬁant"j
Secondary school principals and, to a lesser exteh@,‘elementary
principals, gave re1ative1y high importahce ratings tc the\information
provided by minimdﬁ competency tests for several nuses other than
teacher evaluation. Interestingly, for ‘both groups of principals,

five uses of the information were rated to have greater importance
I 3

than fdeciding whether to retain or promote students, including

deciding whether'a stddent should graduate of receive a certificate.
The latter use had an average rating about ha1fway between slightly
important and 1mportant. The five uses that received h1gher ratings
of importance, in order of their average ratings from secondary school
principals, were: ;’ \ ,
1. deciding what areas df the curriculum need added or

reduced emphasis (rat d 3.27) | |
Ziv report1ng to d1str1ct personnel about the academic

progress or problems of the pr1nqipa1 s school

(rated 3.12) .

. ‘
3. communicating to parents about  their child's

progress- or ‘problem (rated 3.03) _'

115
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4l assigning students to classes (rated 2.98)
5. -informing the public {e.qg., through the newspaper,
at meetings, etc.) about the academic progress or
_problems of the principal's school (rated 5.92).
For secondary school principais, the order.of the ratings for the
five just-mentiened uses is identical for standardizedwtests"and for
minimum competency tests, but the 1atter type of tests’ received a

slightly higher average importance rating in each case. of greaterf

1nterest is the- fact that the results of minimum competency tests are E

rated to have somewhat greater 1mportance than are teacher op1n.ons' '

and ‘recommendations, or teacher-made and curriculum tests, for three
'of the above uses. The sources of information are Fated of‘equai
importance for a fourth purposel assigning students to c1asses. .Oniy
for the purpose of communicating to parents are teacher opinions and
test results rated as. more 1mportant ‘than minimum competency tests,
and here the latter source of information has a mean rating of

important (3.03), with a standard deviation- ranging from slightly

Voo

important to crucial. | R
. v T

The secondary schooi pr1nc1pais seem to attach a good dea] of'

w\

1mportance to minimum competency and other kinds of standardized tests
for these f1ve particuiar purposes. The ratings of elementary
'pr1nc1pais are. 1ower,_but they st111 indicate that.the results. of

these two types of tests are fairly 1mportant For these f1ve .purposes.

c

Standardized Tests

Three of the uses :of standardized tests that uere rated for their
importance by secondary. sch001 princ1pais in the CSE survey have close

parallels in Goslinfs (1967);questionnaire that was given to secondany

. 118

&
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school administrators in the éar1y 1960's. Goslin.also used a four
point scale ranging from “"no importance" t6 "very important", which i;‘
similar, albeit not identical, to the CSE scale. A .comparison between
the mean ratings on the threé similar items in the two questionnaires
is ;hown in Table 1. '

‘Given the difference in the labels attached to the sca1é points
in the: two studies, and the s1ight_diftérences in the wording of tﬁe
questions, exact comparisons Of tﬁe _two sets of results are onot
possible. It would appear, however, that the fmportance attached to
standardized test resuits for. class assignmehts has increased, that
for curriculum evaluation has remained about the same, and that there
has been some decline in the-imptrtance for teacher evaluation.

Non$ of 'the three reasons for using stardardized tests~ that
: gecondaﬁ; school administrators ttnsidered to be of greatest
importance in the Goslin study were contidered in the CSE study.
Those uses were "to help pupils gain a better understanding cf their
strengths and weaknéss“ (mean rating of 3.68), "to help in educational
and vocational -counseling of pup11s" (mean rat1ng of 3.66), and "to
he]p in guiding pup11s into - appropr1ate curricuia” (mean rating of
3.37).

For e1émentary sthooi‘ érincipa1s, the ‘compafison of  the CSE_‘
results to those obtained by Goslin is less direct. In hié study,

~ Goslin asked principals to 11st up to four main uses for several types

‘of tests. For bqth reading and arithmetic achievement tests,

e1ementary school pr1nc1pa1s 11sted two uses on the averag= Slightly
over three-fourths of the pr1nc1pa15 said that “d1aanos1ng learning
difficulties" was one of the ma1qlﬂt$§ of both standardized reading

~
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and arithmetic tests. For reading, the second and third-most comm6n1y»

-

=

mentioned uses were homogeneous grouping, 1listed by 42% of the-
principals, and‘turnicu1um evaluation, listed by 32%. The same uses
were also the second a;d third most. commonly méntioﬁed uses for
arithmetic tests, but with the order reverééd. Thus, two of thé tﬁree.
" most co-mon uses identified by elementary principaTgkinithé Gqs]in
survey were poth included in the CSE Survey,' N
Techno1ogic§1,Aides and Staff Development .

The remaindérvof my comments on the CSE surtey wil be focgsed on

two topics that have not preVibus1y been t0uched updn. These are
staff development related to testihg and thé aQai]abi1ity and5use of
technological fesources. Tabie 10 of 'the"Dorr-Bremmé anq; Herman
report lists the percentage of teachers reporting participgtion‘ in
vvarious staff development activities. The most frequent part1C1pat1on
is in areas that might be characterized as being more adm1n1strat1ve
-1n_:nature, e.g., ana1y51§ ~and exp1anat1on of state, dtstr1ct, or
,schoo1kresu1ts, ot how toc adminsister required-tests. At the other

end of the continuum are activities that appear to be more

ihstructiona11y‘re1ated e.g., how to construct or se1ect -good tests

/
s

and the use of test resu1ts to improve: instruction. ’

This d1str1but1on seems to hear almost an 1nverse/re1at1onsh1p to
the needs and pr10r1t1es of educators. Both of th7/quotat1ons that
Dorr-Bremme aqq Herman .gave from - their intervféws ‘of teachers

emphasized instructional uses of test results add the desire for

[}

1nformat1on that would help 1n diagnosing d1ff1cu1t1es and prescribing
instruction. As I've a1ready indicated, both the Goslin and the Stetz

and Beck surveys y1e1ded resu]ts that underscore the impartance to
, ' 9 ' ' o
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educators of test resu1ts that w111 help. in d1agnos1ng a student s
’\.z'_, R
strengths and weaknesses The close linking of test1ng and
instruction is certainly an understandable.goal, but not one that is
) easily accompHshed."~ I :believe that _there are good reasons for

thinking‘that greatervemphasis, both in the area of.staff development

&

. and 1n the deve]opment and use of techoiogical resources, is.ne ded in
order to realize the goal of mak1ng better jnstructional use ofgtests

The 1nstructiona1 use of tests requires more,than global scores.
A low score on a standardizedbardthmetic test, for example, signals a
problem, but by itself does not identif& the nature of the?propiem or
indicate what should be done about it. More fine¥§rained %nformation'
about c1usters of items that measure a common skill is needed. Better
yet, the nature of the error that is con51stent1y made on particu]ar
_types of prohlems needs to be jdentified so that it can be corrected.
Davis (1979 P.. 6) has noted that "one of the most common student
requests is, 'Te]] me what I am doing wrong. ' 4 u

Percept1ve teachers can often meet this student request but it
requires careful attent10n,_not only to whether the stduent gets the
right or wrong answer. " They must'determine what kind ot'erroﬁ Was
made and whether 1t represents a systematic & n1sconception or erroneous
algorithm in order to be fully reSpons1ve to the student's request for
help. In ‘the last few years, “there has been an. 1ncreas1ng number of
studies that have_demonstrated,that student errors are generally '
random or careless, but. ..drfven by some underlying misconception or
by 1ncomp1ete know1edge" (Glaser, 1981, p.926).

Brown. and Burton’(lQ/S) have referred to the misconceptions that

often lead to the systematic errors that are made by students as
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"bugs". They and several other researchers (e.g.,fBartho]omae, 1980;

Tatsuoka, 1¢ = ated that such bugs are quite common.

g

" For example, Tatsuoka has identified specific types of errors that are

made s§§¢ema’ ~Ply by some stuﬁents in arithmetic- operations with

Sigiu.w NUML. Once a particular type of error has been diagnosed

for a student, his/her answers on other problems can be_bredicted with

very high accuracy. More importantly, pinpointing the preciéé nature
of the error 1s ha]f the batt1e in getting it ccrrected. | |

Error ana]ys1s has qreat potent1a1 for improving 1nstruction.
But it requires considerab1e skill and effort in the construction of
fest items that car d1st1ngu1sh among various m1sconcept1ons It also
requires a'd1fferent.1eve1 of analysis of the responses than just

computin§ number of right scores. Staff development and ready access

~to resources that can ease the burden of item development and analysis

are needed to take advantage of the potential. I c
The CSE st ay results suggest that when teachers_haye/access to
resot"fns, Si. ‘ 1fém barks and quick computerized scoring. and
analysis of tests Epey make considerable use of them Unfortunate1y,
less ‘than half f the teachers report. that these re]at1ve1y
straightforward r?sources are a9a11ab1e Hdwever, %hese are funct1ons
that canggﬂggad;ly served by a n1crocomputer and it seems reasonable
to expect that/éccess to micros will soon become commonplace. Indeed,
in many schco1s it alrnady has. i
. " Hsu and Nitko (1983) have recenf1y reviewed some of the current

and potent1a1 uses of ‘micros for various educat1ona1 test1ng

fqnctyons. Though not 1nteno1ng to be comprehensxve,nthey 1dent1f1ed

120
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--31 software packages, rﬁnging in price from $15 to $3G0, that are

- 3 . . _ _ P
currently avaiiable on various micros such as the Apple 1. -The

«"¥unctjons served by ‘these packages range from item banks, item

Y, \

analysis, and test scoring on the one hand, . to ‘on-line testing,
diajnogtic testfng,.and adaptive testing on the other”

The technical capabiiity to support and improve classroom té;ting
exists. =~ Effective ‘ufi1iz;ﬁion . wj11 = reduiré a considerable
developmental effort, ~Howev'er. User—%riend]y 'gystems and teacher
guides, such as the one being déve10ped under support from NIE by
Nitko.and Hsu,-are essential. But the potential ﬁayoff for the. effort
could justify the cost many timeé'ovgr. R ‘

| ” Conclusion

The CSE survey has given us a g1im§se at the use of test§ in
elementary and secondary schools. Many of the results are simi1ér tc
those fﬁgm earlier surveys. Teachers and principals say they use\the
results of tests and attach more impoftance to them than is generaﬁ]y

claimed by test c¢ritics. As would be expected, teachers' primary

" interest is in results that have _direct .instrUCtidna1 value by

: / :
jdentifying thesstrengths and weaknesses of individual students, and

°they generally rely more on their own tests and opservatioﬁk than

on standardized tests fdr these purposes.  The availability of
resoufces that support the development and use of tests for this

primary instructional purpose is.limited. However, -microcomputer .

techno]dgy has the potential to radically alter the situation. If -

properly developed, the instrug;iona] value of testing7 could be
greatly . enhanced by making  better wuse - of this ) Eechno]oéy.
i ! © . ’ . N : b ,

.~

Yoo 1 91 ‘   o



Table 1
A comparison of the mean ratlngs\%f the importaﬁce of three'simiTar
uses of standardized tests in fhglGoslin (1967) and Dorr-Bremme and

Herman (1983) surveys of secbndary school administrators.

&4

Use ' Gos]in{ "~ Dorr-Bremme & Herman2
- Curriculum Evaluation 3.05 | ‘2.91
* Student Class Assignments 2.33 2.77
* Teacher Evaluation 2.28_ - 1.63
=7 7
o

1. Scale: 1 = of no importance, 2 = &f very iittle importagpe,
'y 3 = fairly important, 4 = very important

2. Scale: 1 =unimportant, 2 = slightly important, 2 = important,

»

4 = of crucial importance
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Conceptions of Testing In the Public School
Robert Calfee . ‘

School of Education i

Stanford University f

In preparing this review of the survey of test use in the schod1s

by the Center for the Study of Evaluation, I was mindful of severa1

recent newspaper articles in which tests figured prominently:

c

As reported in A Nation at Risk, the nation's schools have

declined in quality to crisis proportions; tests are one of| the

primary sources of data in support of this claim.

Even though they’serve students from poor families and maxf1ack
adequate financing, - some séhoo]s appear to excel. At Pioneeﬁ High
School in southern Ca]ifornié, for instance, none of the studentg fail
to graduate because they cannot paSs the district's‘minimum competency

" test, even though the school is in a poor and predominantly ﬁ%spanic

f
neighborhood. . | ;

President Reagén has recently suggested an initiative to raise
. ‘ T

SAT scores nationwide by 50 Roints--both vertral and quantitative, so 1

N "

understand. \ !
|
According to SB 813, the educational reform legislation just
passed in California, if individdais have a bachelor's degr?e and can

pass two state tests, then they will be certified as “high school

!

teachers after a two-year apprenticeship in any- of the state's
’ |

|
districts. /

s f

~ Each of these examp1es demonstrates the 51gn1f1cant role of

achievement tests in the arena of educat1ona1 po!1t1cs,!a role that,

o |
126 |
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has reached substantial proportions over the past few decades. Why
should politicians be fascinated by tests?l Why are po]iticiané
: fascinated with anything? The answer is often power. And tests do
constitute a source of power, a lever that can 'change educational

practice. for better or worse, which has considerable appeal to

legislators, bureaucrats, judges, and various special ihterest groups,

as well as school administrators. In addition to being a source of

power, tests are relatively cheap and can be centrally controlled--an

attractive combination. °
"Tests" as defined by the preceding context take on a well-known

‘configuration: a group-administered, mu1t1p1e~choice, paper-and-pencil

task, .usually designed to assess "basic skills" (reading and

arithmetic), usually designed and 'deve1oped; by an agency thaf' is
external to the classroom and the 5choo1.

This CSE conference interrhpts a vacation by my wife and me at
Carmel, where we are attending the Bach festival and the Master's
Festival at Hidden Valley Music Ranch. On-Monday horning, we were
vpfivi]eged to .attend a master's- clasg where several of the most
promising young flutists in-the world performed for Julius Baker and

Jean-Pierre Rampal. I say "a class", and yet there was 1ittle obvious

"teaching". . Instead, each candidate played a selection while the two

masters listened. _0ccasiona11y, the masters wou1dmihtérrupt with 2
comment, critique, ‘or suggestion--in fact, the session was a
marvelously engaging, informative (and stressfu]j,test!

What "a different conception of testing, compared to the student
sitting alone at a desk filling in the spaces on a multiple-choice

test! To say that the master's assessment was "performance-based"

misses the point; theiéetting, the standards, the scoring--on each of

- 127
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A3

these dimensions -and others that might be explored--the master's

session was Virtually nonoveriapping with the conception,inbthe public

mind. To be sure, whether one conception is better than- the other
depends on one's purposes and values. i

In any event, 1 come to this discussion of the CSE test use

survey with a relaxed mind_ and broadened perspective. In the time

available, I will address the following three quesfions:
| What can be proposed' as a workable conception of achievement
testing for public education in the United States?

What operational definitions of achievement testing are of
greatst importance in the schools today, viewed. against the-
theoretical perspective provided in answer to the first question of
what the "realities" are? |

Wha£ purpoées (and concomitant audiences) are served by the
various opefation§1 definitions?

Comb]ete and thoughtful answers to th%se three questions would
\

~c]eai*]y take me beyond my mandate and my resources. In answer to the

first question, I will sketch a framework that I found he]pfui-in

organizing my thoughts about the survey. The bulk of the paper will

_ be devoted to the'_second question; I . will present-‘a review, and

critique of the CSE survey, and then syggest'what I think can. and
cannot be 1earned'from this data set. Finally, 1 wi]T put forward
some opinions in answer to the third question, opinions that take the
fhrm of caations and recommgndatioﬁs for research and praétice. In
: ; ) .

preparing this paper, I have dréwn ffom the material in Testing in the
\

Schoois:tﬁ_National Profile (Ddrr-Breﬁmeq& Hermaﬁ,-1983), which was

given to all speakers at the symposium, as well as Annual Reports

describing the activities of ‘the Test Use and Evaluation Design

o128 -
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Projects { Dorr-Bremme, Choppin, & Burry, 1981; Bank & Williams,
1981).

Conceptions of Achievement Testing
What is the concept“‘of achievement testing that provides the

foundation for the test use survey? This issue is not addressed in the

~—Dorr=Bremne—and—Herman—paper;—nor—is—it—obvigus—from--the--survey -

- P4

instruments for the teachers and principals. In some of the pilot
studies that preceeded the national sdrvéy, teachers were asked' t0
talk about what they thought shoqu be included under the rubric of
testing. Dorr-Bremme et al. (1981, p. 32) present some interesting
insighfs from their discuss{ons with teachers during this pilot work:
"...resﬁondents referenced [assessment techniques) almost aiwayé
by their proper names o; by vernacu]ar variants of proper names. That
is, they -féte1y ' ta1ked about noerreferenced tests,
criterion-referenced tests, ' objeétives-based tests,
curricu]um-embedded. tests, etc. Instead, they talked about the
Ginn'p1acement, the CTBS,.the Key Math, 'that state matrix tesé', and
so ONuvay [or] they'gave them functional class ﬁames, e.g., diagnostic
tests, placement tests, pre-tests, semester finals, 'the-cbmpetency-
tests', [and so onl." ‘
By relying primafi1y on concrete or functionally descriptive
titles, p;actitioners reveal that (a) they are performing practical
tasks in the workaday world (likely), or, (b) they do ﬁot have a
separate technical language to describe testiﬁg (also prdbab1e); or
(c) both (most 1ike1y,'in.@y opinion). In any event, it appears that
the tqrms‘of the academic testing profession (NRT, CRT, DRT,.etc,) are
not catching on in the world of pfactitioners. Dorr-Bremﬁe et al.

.

(1981) alsc note that teachers include in their list of testlike

e

things. such entries .as "homework, . wqushéets, cunferences, book
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reports, discussions, observations, Tinter alial.! (p. 33)

Any conception of achievement testing begins with the notions of
co]]éctipg evideﬁce for the asse§sment‘ofﬁwhat a'student has learned
in schoofilwhat he or she knows, and how we11'the:kﬁow1edge can be’

N : o

applied. By\achievement, I assume that we are referring to sshool

achievement, so ;ha; khowing andédoing arefboth important.

“Within, this general constraint, 1 would propose that the folowing
dimensions are important facets of the overall ¢aneept of achievement
testing:

What is tested? The subject matter, the assessment of what has

,been'taugh;, but also how well what has been learned can be applied in-

—

other conte£ts, the estab]ishmentiof standards--alf of these woﬁ1d be
placed under the "what' rubric; Ralph Tyler, speaking at AERA.this
past.spring; described ‘what he thought were the major achievements tp
be attained by students ae a result of their educational experiences

in our public schools. 1 have not yet found time to trarscribe his

remarks, but let me simply suggest that his answer to "wnat", viewed

" as one individual's ideal, provides an interesting framework for

consideration of the 1lists of objectives that are, encountered

elsewhere.

How to test? 1 will not elaborate on tHis dimension, other than

to remind you of the contrast between the high school student working

through the 1ist of mu1tip1e-choice'questions that may determine the

award of a high school dip1omav(questions on content that may not have

. been covered in any of the student's school courses), and the master's

class described earlier in the paper--and the numerous variations in

"how" that fall between (and beyond) these extremes.,

When to test? The spring, and to some extent the fall, are the

3
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times when a great deal of emphasis is placed on /2 ,t ng. -Test scores

in the spring measure the year's learning for the annual ri2port to the

.Board. Fall testing is for student'p1acemen:, or for "pretests" if

categorica1 programs are to be evaluated. These times are convenient

for some purposes and not for others. Teachers are se1dom inclined to

use co]d“ data.

In Ca]1forn1a, a major eheﬁge in "when" has Just been 1eg1s1ated.
with regard to_wstate asseSsments: first grade testing hag been
eliminated, and testing at eighth and tenth grades will be added to
the previous assessments et tpird, sixth, and twelfth grades.
Competency tests for high school certification are popular throughout

the country; the idea is that, before receiving a diploma, it is

‘1mportant to determine that the student is minimally literate in

reading and arithmetic. These tests are often adm1n1stered in the
tenth grade br later, with major disvupt1on in the high sch001 program
if the student fails. 1 have suggested elsewhere that these programs
are the bwrong kind of test-at the wrong time and for the wrong
purpose; better to ensure minimal literacy before entry to high
school. Timing,.in any event, is-a critical.dimension to achievement.
testing. |

Who* to test? This question, which also serves primaf11y as a

placeholder, may seem rather strange at first_g1ante. The public

‘image is propeb1y ‘that all students are tested. in facy, not all

¥

students are tested in the same way. Studeris may be absent, and not

as a consequence of random events. Learnming-disabled students receive

" d1f‘erent tests design d fer differ=at purposes, LES/NES studehts may

or may not be tested. The SAT and the College Board tests are taken.

by, selected groups of studawts. It may appear that all students are

% .
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5

included in the statewide Caiifornié Assessment Prdgram battefy;
determining the actua1>samp1e that is included from the reports f¥om

the twelfth grade testing would be -an interesting research project.

_{ i _
Why to tegi? Other schelars have explored this question (e.g.,
CronBach, Anastasi, and so on). The’major purposes include selection,

assignment, certification, diagnosis, and monitdéring,among others.

-’Fina11y, for whom to test? ?Ecasiona]]y a student may decide to
test himself or herself. Ach1evement testing more ofEﬁp takes place
to meet the needs of someone ?es1des the student: the teacher, the
principal, the district, the h;tate, and . 'so on. On occasion, it
appears that testing is a roufine estab1ishéd at an earlier time for
forgotten purposes, kept in p1ace through inertia, without any c1ear .

/
audience.

. So there you have it: my fépresentation“of the semantic space that

defines the overall copception of achievement testing. Within this
space one finds many a1tefnate conceptions. By framing the space as 1
have, it is possible ;6 compare and contrast various alternatives.
The framework also he}ps in mundane matters 1ike‘ deSigning
questjonnaires, anaiyzing data, and intgrprefing the results of such
analyses. ;

The CSE Survey of Test Use

What does the CSE survey say about the present staté;of affairs
as regards the’ role of teéting in the publiic schools from the
pergpectives of'brincipa1 énd teachers? 1 have organized my/%hohghié
on this matter into four categeries: | S

The guiaing questions behind the survey.

The characteristics of the survey instrument.

The;Samp1e of respondents.

. 132
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g\.
The results of the presently available data analyses.

The Guiding Questions

F1vq questions are listed by Dorr-Bremme and Herman; two
add1L1ona1 quest1ons were presented to the respondents in the survey
information ‘sheet. Here is my effort to br1ng these quest1ons
together into a common framework:

What kinds of achievement testing take place in the natiog's
schoo1s? | : &

Wwhat are the costs (especially in time) of.these activities?

What are the perceivedcpenef{ts to practitioners (the teachers
and principals in’the study) of the various kinds of testing? ‘

How is the information used?

What administrative practices serve to direct and support various
Kinds of testing activities? :

What ere tﬁe “perceptions“‘(Opiﬁions, feelings, and so on) of
practitioners about various aspects of testiﬁg?

What faetors are correlated with variation in the responses given
to the prece&ing quesfions?

I trust that this amalgam is a reasonably accurate reflection of

‘the intentions behind the survey; the questions drivihg any complex

project tend to change over time. Indeed, revision and refinement of

'qu4;t1ons can be one of the most important- outcomes of ‘a research

H]
project, outcomes that unfortunate1y may not be appreciated by fund1ng

agencies.
In any eveht, let me note that this list of questions matches
only in part the framework that was sketched in a previous section of

the péper. In particular, it appears to be taken for granted in the

survey that “everypﬁe'knows" what is meant by achievement testing.
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Variat%ons in thefreSpondents' underlying conceptions of testing may
have influenced their answers, but there is no indication thet the

jidentification of‘ individual conceptfons of testing was among. the

primary purposes o%rthe survey. |

The Survey Instrument

In reviewing the questionnaires, I found 1t d1ff1cu1t to

_ discover the themes and concepts that were central to the\des1an of
the instrument. I could impose- various organizing‘principles of my
own, of course, but the instruments diﬁ'not “hitime‘iﬁ the face" with
categories. - In . this teggect, these instruments resemble the
achievement tests that wefe the focus of the survey.' Participants
were g1ven a general idea of the topic to be covered, but then, w1th
few exceptions, the questions were presented in a 115t structure, an -
organizational structure that is poorly suited to the'characteristics\'
of the huten mind. To be sure, it may be that @,respondent's answers
do not depehd on whether the format is ak1ist or-a set of organized
chunks. I know of no research on this queEtion. I do know my own
peréona1vreaction wheﬁ:attempting‘tO“comp1ete a qgestiohnaire that
.doesthot give me a clear picture-of where 1 am being led. i

More to the point the abseﬁce of a clear and -coherent
organ17ut1ona1 franewerk can 1ead to prob1ems in the constchtxon of

an 1nstrument. In the present 1nstance, the teacher gnd principal

1nstruments fa1] to mesh at several cr1t1ca1 po1nts. It is not a

e

~

matter of 1mpos1ng an exact match; one qpes not want to. ask the two
groups exdctly. the same quest1ons., HoweVer,vﬁt is both possible aad

- Qf some 1mportance to\ensure that the same po1nts are covered wheneven
passible. A more exp11ct ogerarch1ng des:gn would have made ‘it ee§1er &

to compare and contrast responses for the members of school staff.

v
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Several of the. tables in the Dorr-Bremme and Herman (1983). report
_i1lustrate the problem. | o

A couple of minor asides. The survey provided relatively little
opportunity for respondents.'to report their perceptions of the
negetive impact of tests, which means that the overall tone of.the.
findings "may, be more positive than would have otherwise been the
case. Second, and somewhat- related, no "space was ‘provided for
comments; these can pose problems for analysis and>reporting, but they

can also provide useful’contexts,for interpretation of "hard data".

The Samp]e of Respondents

1t appears that the CSE staff did a good job of 1dentify1ng the

. samp]e for the survey.( The 1att1ce approach is e1egant and:eff1c1ent,

and we11 suited to the present probiem. The f1ve dimensions listed by .
Dorr-Bremme’ et al. (1981) “as the bas1s for the samp1e include foLr
'demograph1c factors (reg1on of the country,)metropo11tan status, SES -
-and size), and one test-reléted factor {status with regerd to minimum
competency test1ng) The relidnce on _an efficiént des1gn, wh1ch I
heart11y endorse, might have y1e1ded even h1gher payoff if other:
factors\re]ated,to d1str1ct test policies had” beén’ 1nc1u9e9t1n the

‘des1gn,; e |
Prob1ems in response rate uere descrwbed by Dorr-Bremme et a1.
(1981) The return rate (approx1mate1y-60 percent) 1s troub11ng onTy i
_f% the degree that the survey purports to- represent a "nat1ona1
_ profile". The fact that no pr1mary teachers were surveyed a1so 11m1ts )
the genera11ty of the resu1ts to some degree. As long as the reader'
is apprised of these 11m1tat1ons, they do; not seem “to re to befof“

'maJor consequence. . . . A ek

1335



- 125 -

The Findings

Before commenting on the results;preeented in the various reports
on the survey, it is important to note that a considerable amount of
information has not yet been presented.: For instance, the teacher
questionnaire provides background data on the‘reSpdndents,.1ists of
the Specifjc tests nsed by teachers (difficult to analyze,. but given
that teachere rely on "rames", a.rich-and important data source), and
several subquest1ons on test use (e. g., are test results returned in a
timely fash1§n) that apparent]y have ‘yet to be analyzed. In the
| pr1nc1pa1 quest1onna1re, there are data on the school character1st1cs'
{not on the background of the princinals!),on gruup1ng nractices,
along with with lists of tests and severa1 subquest-ons on test use
that are unreported. The Center. p1ans to analyze the resu1ts for
school cohorts (pr1nc1pa1 ‘and teachers from- a given schoo1) the§e
ana1yses should be of cons1derab1e 1nterest.L, F1na1]y, the data
available are most1y-means-and occa51ona1|y standard”deviationé. It

T

would be helpful for descr1pt1ve putposes to know what some of the

(3

distributions- ook 1nke, xeSpec1a11y given - the categorial nature of

most of the responsesl o : L -
' z -~ ' . N
With these caveats in mind, here are highlights of the findings
that struck my eye (I assume that the reader of this paper has access

to the Dorr Bremne and Herman ‘report, and the tab]es.there1n) " The

h1gh11ghts are organ1zed in terms of the six: quest1ons 11sted earlier.

What kinds of tests are used?

These data are avai?ab?e, but results are not reported in the

presentation of the Findings, ‘ ' .
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What are the costs? -

There is actually some implicit jnformation avaiTab1e about the
“kjnds“ of tests in the results ca the co;tsﬂ_ it appears "that at both
the e]ementary and secondary _grades, approkiméte]y three hdﬁrs per
yeﬁr is spent for state-mandatéd testing of réading and ancther'three‘
hours for mathematics; an equal amount of time is spent in district
mandated testing. These data, averages over the entire sample of

Mschob1s, districts, Vahd 'states, probably entail testing ofv the
group-administered multiple-choice variety, testing tﬁat pfincipals
and/or teachers perceive as<externa11y mandated. éiven the assumption
that an hour per day is- spent on reading and on mathematics at all
grades, these findings suggest that testihg for ekterna1 pu}poses
takes up about six of the i80-days during the school year. At the
e]ementary 1eve1; the beport isvthat‘anothér six hours per year are
.spent iﬁ‘"nonrequiredq tesffng; at the secondary_]eve1, the report is
about 20 hours of additional testing. These numbers are averages, ané
one suspects that there is considerable variability between schools

and districts.

. . . i3
The validity-of "these reports deserves scrutiny. For instance,

"’Tﬁﬁ;;g;;@mg'énd Herman (1983) mention that there was some confusion
about‘_fgeﬂ meaning of "reqﬂ%red“. It apﬁears that some teachers
1htérpreted this label to refe;,to tests that were mandated by the
teacher -for instructional ;urposés such as grading. In addﬁ%ion,
Dorr-Bremme et al. (1981) talk about the "tnansparency“ of everyday

' activities. Elementary teachers routinely assign worksheets and other

testlike activities, aﬁd may%qyer]oqk these in estimating the amount

" of testing that takes place. High schoo]ﬁteacﬁers are more likely to

ey e,
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jdentify testing events in a relatively clear manner; "Put your books
away, take out a piece of paper, we're going to have a test."

What are the benefits; how is the infdrmation used?

The data show thaf both priﬁcipd]s and teachers agree on one
point: extenna11y.mandated_fests are 1ess useful thén féacherfmade and
curric lum-embedded tests for many pufboses. i Moreover, tests of any-
sort‘ are viewed as less &informative 'thah nontest data (iﬁc?ddfﬁb
teacher judgment) as a basis for decision-making. The basic data are
displayed in Tables 4 and 5 in Dorr-Bremme and_ Herman, 1983.
Decisions of central iﬁportance to instruction and échievemenp,-
including grades, placement, group ,assfgnment, and‘ promotion, are
perceived as primarily 'dependent on teacher judgment, secondarily
debendenf on class-Tevel -testé, and least dependent on external
testé.‘ In only two areas (dafa froh principals) does it aépear that
“this pattérn does not épp]y:' rehorts to "the district and “ppb]ic
information " are based on external test findings more than teacher

Jjudgment..

whaf administfativé support and direction are provided for guiding
assessmeﬁt? _ _ . N |

Pr%nciﬁa1s (and Histrict administrators) proyide substantial
assistance to teachers in the area of assessment, far more assfstahte
than teachers. report they‘rece{ye;’ Teachers §a}’that fhey are told
how to administer tests, ﬁnd that they are given the results, but

otherwise they report that they receive little aid. Administrators

and teachers concur on two points. Firsc, achievement testing is not

.o _J/'/ q ’ . ) . -
usedﬁjn/any‘admissab1e way for teacher evaluation. Second, specific

test standards are seldom established for individual schgb]s.

\
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What are practioners' perceptions of testing?
N \

Teachers report that most "required" tests measure what they

teach. "Required" may refer to tests that theyAman&ate, rather than

t

.externally-mandated tests. Teachers feel that tests are a means of

motivating students to do better, and they suppbrt competency
tests--both e1em§ntary ahd'secondany‘teachers--and overwhelmingly so..
waevér, teachers do not tpink that they should be held aécountab1e
for students' scores on competency fests. I suspect that this resd1i

should be interpreted to mean that student failure is not 'the

teacher's responsibilty, though they might be willing to take some

credit for success. Other items on the 1list either reveal mixed
Opihions, or else duplicate the pcints mentioned above.

What factors are correlated with variatioh in responses td'the
queétionnaire? This part of the analysis fn still is the early stages,
éhdx'thé overall plan is not yet cilear. Some -of the preliminary
findingsxmerit comment, hqwever. For instance, the ambunt of mandated

testing in districts that report no minimum competency testing is

threetimes as much as in districts with competency tests. This'is a

striking result, if not artifactual, and deserves further examination

and interpretation. The findings also indicate that practitioners who

have had experience with centra1i£ation of tﬁelassessment nrocess do
not caré for it, but that it easily become$ a way of 1ife (Tow SES
districts, who receive:cétegofiaI monfés in-return for an increase in
mandated testing, view such assessments as more important than higher
SES districts, or so say the principals).- Finally, ‘the deneral
ﬁﬁttérn of Edrﬁe1ations among the variab}es iSGWeak’(on1y 1 out of 10

torre]ations is ghéater than .33, and even here there are . probably

"
'
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artifacts due |to wmulticolinearity, a .dread//disease ;bf correlation

/

tables). | /// : f

Definitions, Purposes, and Audiences // /

The data [from the survey are st{11 being ana1y£ed- and further
clarification ¢f questions raised abeve both exp11c1t1y and implicitly
will undoubtedly be forthc0m1ng/ Nonethe1ess, I §h1nk that- it is
possible td/gomment on two quest1ons posed_ear11er tnat are addressed
by the’ p{oaect what 0perat1ona1 definitions comdrise significant

rMconceptfgns of test1ng among pract1t1oners, and what purpose and

aud1en/es are served by these definitions? ' |
( :

It appears to me that there are two operat10na1 definitions to be

found in° the data.. One definition is primariﬂy rooted in the

teacher's Judgment, in observations, conferences,-feacher—made tesgs,
_ ’ [

curriculum-embedded tests, and other sources of §evidence that are

_ 1 :

internally generated (i.e., within the c1assroom).i This definition of

[

> |
assessment is "rich and soggy", subJective dynam1c, -and 1nteract1ve

It is eXpensive and time- consum1ng and ‘takes place over the entire
i

course of the school year. _ The chief cr1ter1qn is va11d1ty for
instructional purposes. A -second definition sprfngs primarily from

external -sources: it‘ is 'the popu]ar canception 'Bf- the test. The
'1hmortant criter1a are obJect1vity and efficiency.” e

l
1

As to purposes and audiences 1t appears to qe that there 1s 1n

-

_place ‘a testing machinery that 1s now taken for granted—-the second

definition ment1oned above--a machinery of uncertain validity, but one

that serves the purposes of evaluation of schoo? ach1evement for

administrative’ and 1eg1s1at1ve aud1ences, and that 1s used to inform

l:the public ‘about the state of the’ schools. This purpose is a
- - : S

|
\
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relatively thin one, but of considerable signfficance; 1fke'the Dow
Jones average or the Commerce statistics on the unemp1eyhent rate,
these measures are important in the shaping of pubTic opinion, snd
they provide a rough index of whether the‘situation is getting better
or worse‘in general. More detail is needed if an individual wants to
invest some money or needs to find a job.- |

~Teachers do not fully trust the techno]og1a1 definition a11uded
to_ above, probably »with good reason, given the purposes that

—gssessment-must-serve—for-—them. ——Unfortunately,-it—appears-that-they — -

do not possess a clear-cut aTterhatiVe conception that they hold witq )

any cenfidence. Af this‘cont1usieh is correct {and it is a readieg_
that, while consistent with the survey data, is nonetheless not forced

'.upon the reader), and if you think - that assessment should be the
handmaidenyof the curricu1um, then you might well wind up thinking
that we have a serious problem Before us.

Bank and Williams (1981) note that schools lack a "technical
core”; unlike the professiens of medicine and 1aw,’educationvcannot
point to cornerstones of clearcut substance such as biological science
or preéedent. These writers propose that we fi11 the gap by the new
techno1og1es of criterion-referenced tests and "identifiable teacher
'benav1ors that have | been emp1r1ca11y correlated with . test
performance. This proposal is set forth as a solution to the
test1ng ‘teaching link (p. 52). | |

The proposal is an 1ntr1gu1ng one. It effectively does away with
the conf1ict between the two definitions presented above, by deleting
the fsoft" definition based on teacher judgment. The ultimate bayoff

fromfthis approach depends on the degree to which present-day test

141
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design s adequately matched to a valid representation. of the
curricu1a. of the‘ school. If the curricula are to be defined as
"whatever tests measure", then this appraocﬁ is quite Satisfactory.
However, some of us suspect that therg is a curricular reality that
stands apart from the technology -of testing, and that is the ultimate
Qa]idatiné criterion. | |

Léet me express my position gquite diféCt1y.v\:Thé“CSE' test use
survey does®not entertain the possibi1ity that the research question
as operatidna]ized may be off the mark (re%ember the storyi of the
drunk Tlooking for his.wa11et under tpe stfeet1ight)5 Teachers mgy
have good reason to ignore the bulk of the test information zhat is
provided to them, if this informatia%v1acks validity for the task that
confronts them:_instructiﬁg students.

It might be more en1ightenjng Eo search for wayé to aid teachers
in becoming more grticu]ate and confident in their conteptions of the
role of assessment. in relation to curricu1umc and instruction. It
might be more wortﬁwhi]e to search for ways to he1pﬁtea¢heq§ to refiney

' %heir uses of observation, work éamp]es,' teacher-madf tesﬁs, and
professiona1i judgment. ‘FIt might be vmore appropriatés to aéve10p‘
techniques for bringing these kinds of data into.the System. The
district and the pub1ié might be better informed if éssessment were
grounded in- the teacher's professional judgmént rather ‘than the
results From multiple-choice instruments. / -

CSE has broken impofﬁaﬁt ground in its exp]or@;ﬁon of test usé:;\\\
by teachers, and in seeking to lay bare the pefceptions of teacheys

and principals about the meaning of these activities. Further

ana1ysis of the survey findings is called for, and we must hope fthat

Bt .;11‘152
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these results will be fortﬁcomihg in time1yffashion.. The data, while
Vimited in some ways, address one ofbthé most important issues for
‘evaluati.n of the work of the pub1ic-schoo1s,\and it is vital that the’
messége in the "runes" be examined in detail and with care. And there

is clearly more work that needs to be done.

A
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Testing In the Schools: An Ethnographic Perspective
Harivy F. Wolcott

, " College of Education

4 e Unfversity of Oregon
Some time ago in casual reading I came upén'one of those gopd
sentences in a}reviewer's quote that coﬁpe]s one to take, and make,
note because‘it either chal]énges, echoes,wbr helps to clarify one's
own thoughts on an issue. The issue in this case is powerlessness.

The sentence, taken from Nancy Hen1ey's'1ong-tit1ed Body Politics,

Power, Sex, and Non-verbal Communication, 1is itself short and '

.straightforward: "The powe: of disruption is the ultimate power of the
powerless"” (HénTéy, 1977, p. 83).. I will return to this sentence
after some introductory comments.

The interest in "Testing in the Schools" expressed in this summer
conference, invited regponses to a specially prepared 'papeF
(Dorr-bremme & Herman, 1983), and an ambitious long-term study
tondu;ted _under. tﬁe auspices of UCLA's Centef. for the Study of
Evaantion;‘ provide the focus of our coming together” in a common

Z\gnterprise, further testimony to the imbortant role that testing has
come\ to assume in American education.  But my own role in this
endeaan\is-not all that clear. 1 am not known for my contribution to
‘the study of testing. If I ﬁm thought to be a contributor to the
field of educational evaluation, it must be;by people who have not
heard me rant and rave on .behalf of using 'ethnogréphy as an

alternative to evaluation rather than as an aitérnative way of doing

evaluation (see, for example, Wolcott, 1975, 1982a, 1982b).

As for tests themselves, I have never enjoyed taking them and
.
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"have seldom performed’ superbly on them. (It used to be at such tasks

as calculus, German, .organic chemistry, and the Reader's Digest

-

concern for my word powgr; today jt's ‘blood pressure and eye exams,
but I still don't eeem to, do superbly:gm to improve significantly
without extra help. It took spec%a1 Stﬁdyysessions then- it requires
pills and bifocals now--and trifocals are on the way, so that I' 11 see
'what my eye doctor wants me to ske. He can't stand. to have me below
average in see1pg 1f 1 am. going to remain one of his patients.)

Based on persona1 and not partihuTar1y pleasant experience as a
yodth subjected = years of invo1unfari1y being tested, once 1 became
- a teacher anc¢ thus a potential tester;of:others 1 never used
machine-scorec 25 and have rarely used multiple chpmce tests.
Usually 1 give no formal exame at all. If I do, exem "gréde; are
subordinated to grades on brief papers and; espeéid]ly, on’ term
projects. Un1vet§1ty students whose only talent is at test-~ tak1ng.
probably avoid m}m21asses.' On the other hand, students occasionally
thank‘ me for making them organ1ze and present ‘themr own ideas.
carefu]]y and for trying to he1p them write better under C1rcumstances
where what-one- has understood takes precedence over speed short-term
memory, and intelligent guessing! ' |

Of course, 1 realize that in my eagerness to editorialize about
test- tak%ng I skipped too qu1ck1y over the term "ethnography".
Regardless of my efforts within the’ field of education to keep
ethnography separate from evaluation--primarily so that evaluators
become grist for.our mill rather than ethnographers becoming grist for‘

theirs--the invitation for me to discuss issdes"bf testing_and to

comment onr CSE!s project must be 're1ated to my interests in
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ethnography, the\descriptive and interpretive researeh approach of the
cultural anthrepologist deing fieldwork.. I'haVe written and Spoken on
this topic often. At present 1 am preparing an 1nv1tat1ona1 paper on
ethnographic research for a book be1ng edited oy Rict-~d Jaeger and
sponsored by the American Educat1ona1 Research Assoc1ation that will
present a number of thése so-called -"alternative approarhes to
educational research. J

Yet I feel a certain sense of caution iﬁrattempting to offer some
"ethnographic per‘Spec:t'ive-'l on testing in generel or on CSE's research
efforts in particular. I am not aiT"that famiiiar with the projeact,
its contractua1k obligations, or the particular interests of its
reeearch staff. Nor do I know at this point how fuir-ranging one can
be with a pfoject'that is‘essentia11y comp1ete. But of.thit I am
certain: ahy further ethnegraphic explorations can only expand the
~complexity of the proaect s scope or findings in looking at the
numerous ways tests and testing may be used and abused by pnople viho
make them, g1ve them,. take them, or interpret them.

Further, 1 do not have an adequate sense of what CSE may a]ready

~know that wou]d be of 1nterest to me as an ethnog“apher. “That is

because, to my ethnograph1c dismay, the summary paper to whicn I am

responding heré\was developed around survey results and alludes only
occasionally to'interview data. That is, of course, a standard and-
acceptable’ pract1ce in educat1ona1 research, but it is éxart1y fhe
'oppos1te of the way 1 wou1d proceed if 1 were doing and report1ng the
research ethnograph1ca11y, ’

Frem an ethnographic perspective, had 1 been'>preparing the

report, 1 probably - would have presented a number  of
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well-contextualized case studies, .providing instances (stories, if you

“like) of “ormal & irformal tzfting in their "natural" classroom
setting. Perhaps cases wou]d}bé~derived from teacher interviews,

perhaps from inter aws with students; hopefully they would reflect
both what people tc.d me Eﬁi what 1 observed ihém doing over extended
opportﬁnifites fér observation. Perhaps my case exampies would
compare testing at a few different schools or in differént classrooms

in the same schabl, but the. case studies definitely would provide

opporturity for o readérs t0 get to know some individuals, or some
o very .eil.  roject requirements allowing, I might provide
e e case om only one classroom setting. Later, with

adequate survey aata, I would then try to place the case or cases as
somewhat typical, or atypical, or chafécteristic of certain conditions
buf not of others. Ethnographers don't worry about findihg "typical"

cases; they worry about adequaté]y specifying or "locating" the‘éases
| they present. Iﬁ contemplating human social 1ife, concepts such as
"typical" and "average" must be regafded withAbreat caution.

In the paper prepared for us, the survey results provide the
promised "profile" that CSE sought tvobtain, but it is a prbfi]e of
everygne--and thus pf nQ%?né. I spspect that CSE has a great deal
more data--as yet uﬁfeporféd--tbat address an issue one might probe in’
greater depth: in what ways do teachefs use ;esfs Aevised b&'others SO
that they retain their own sense of power over their classrocms, and
how does their individual understanding of tests corre1ate with their
tendency to use tests in the way that test authorities--the "high .
priests"” of»testihg--say they should be uSed?A I can even pbiqt to g

kind of hypothesis: the more that teachers understand about classraoom

~

- o
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tests prepared by someone}other thanbfhem§e1ves, the more' they will

behave appropriately “test-pise" and" the less .they will exhibit

behavjors toward te§ting, tépts, and test results that are irrelevant,

irrational, jhconsequentia], or at least inappropriate. In -its

adverse, the hypothesis bécomes‘more intérestinéz teachers pho do not

havé a.clear idea of what‘formaT-tésts can and pannpt do, how best toi
use ;Rgm, or what the limits are on their findingg; wi]i,use more

strategies for dismissing test results, or finding fault, or becoming

defensive, or making exceptions, or confounding resu]iﬁ\by the'way

.they prepare their students for the tests or conduct the testing.

My point is this: testing is powerful business. Testing is
variously perceived and variously understood by classroom teachers.
CSE's survey research indicates that' the tests that feachers
themé@]ves devise are the ones they rely on in the dai]y'céurse of
affairs. For some proportion of the total p0pu1apioh of classroom
feécher§ f;;;TNCSE may already have identified; statistfcé]Ty, “the
testing that teachers are required to de as a condition of employmert

: probably’ increases or supports a prevai]ipg sense of powér]essness.t
And that brings me to that sentence 1 quoted at the ocutset: "The power

‘of disruption is the ultimate power of the powerless" (Henley, 1977, -

n. 83). : 3 7 .

\ ‘
1 do not recall the context that prompted author Henley's

observation--most likely .it dealt with‘_tota11§‘ institutionalized
people, not the partially institu@ionaliigd population of the
schools. ~ But I am bé;oming increaéingly intrigued by the.myriad ways
we humané devise, and regularly employ, fpr disruptingfthe systems and
institutions that seém ~forevér on the verge of .overwhelming, ~

dehumanizing, or otherwise consuming us. Seemingly'pdwerful, even
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y | . l
ruthless schemes and organizations face a formidable foe "in the
Y

respohses they provoke from their human constituencies. We cope with
what we perceive to be wrong or misguided in the goings on about us by
. constant disruption, non-compiiance, re-interpvetation, and so forth,
Somewhat euphemistically such behaviors can be ‘numbered among the
“aoaptive strategies" that humans devise for ooping with the world N
about them. From the individual's point of vieW5 disruption islan

effective, and at times a ouite persorally satisfying, adaptive

-

strategy.

As time, effort, and interest allow, in the present study: or in
\
future ones, I encourage CSE and others to look more closely at the’

full range of adaptive strategies teachers empioy to cope with 1mposed.
classroom testing. I realize that I've approached this topic with myfg
anti-test bias showing--because, for ¢ne thing, I think we greatiy,*

-overdo testing, gathering far more data than we ever intend to. use, v
N
and for another, because we so often use testing to shift blame onto

test takers. Nevertheiess, 1nv1t1ng attention to the range of .

-

adaptive strategies that teachers use dogs. not requ1re one to load the '
dice for or against such behaviors, it merely caiis attention to
Aiooking closely at the uses people actually make of what is avaiiabie

: to them, be it freeiy chosen or dogmatically" 1mposed.

Spec1f1ca11y, here are some questions that would interest me were

~

I working with CSE on this study ‘of testing in the schooi.

&

1. What do teachers themselves include in" the full range of .

o

activities they consider-as constituting their classroom
testing? (But ask.them, don't tell them, as was done on the

questionnaire. Let them ta]kq«deveiop_the categories later.
= : Coa2
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And consider the possibility that teacher concerns are for
.assesshent, broad1y conceived, rather than with testing,
narrowly conceived.)

2. HWhat are the ways that teachers use ‘tests in classrooms?

3 (How long a 1list would it _take to decribe all the reasons
\\*-~»teachers have for testing?) ) ,

3. What do teachers ‘understand about tes»1ng jtself? Hhat fs
their “know]edge base"? Why have they 1earned what they have
learaed, and under what circumstances might ‘they be
interested in khowing-ﬁore? ‘

4, What do teachers actually“do avith test information gained

from tests devised by others: _

a. when they want it, seek it, and agree with the resu]ts?
b. when t f den't want it, seek it, or agree with the
results? IR ,

With CSE's own 1long tb]Tective personal and professional
experiences,wftn.testing, the new survey data, and, especia11y, the
. new and as yet largely untapped bank of interview data; 1 believe CSE
already has much to say oﬁ.theee issues. In examining the complexity
of the ways teachers use tests, I think we have an opportunity to
. learn about the pract1ce of teaching as well as the pract1qe of
test1ng - In 1ook1ng at test1ng, there is also the Opportun1ty to
eXpTOre ‘more of the uncerta1nty assoc1ated with teakh1ng-—the risks. to
which teachers feel exposed and how they protect ‘themselves from such

-

r1sks.

} The ethnographer in me would insist that a few cases we]] stud1ed_

wou]d Lnable me .t0 beg1n .to understand the ways that teachers rea]]y

15§ o o
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usé tests in class. I am sure CSE can also design effective ways to
assess what teachers know about tests, and 1 would find that
information--reported in specific détai1-—very informative.

~

“As a'somewhat critical aﬁide, I'm not sure'that CSE's survey
research Has- made any breakthrough in measuring attitudes or in
'demonstrating that attitudes ‘tell us-very much. Let me suggest how
CSE has syccUmbéd tO'fstandéfd testing procédures“ iﬁ devising the
“instruments” used, and how both the "testing" procedures and the
responses 6f the EA'test:—‘talm(ers" are also part of the whole context of
ttestiné that an éfhnographer'wou1d want td examine. On a rigorous
4-point scale ranging from theAérisp1y c1eér‘phrase "Strongly ‘Agree"
to the- equa11y crisp "Strongly Disagree", respondents in. tpe
Aparefu11y—structured sample were instructed to indicate their "level

of agreement" to such crisply worded statements as:
1. "Commercial tests are g}ga11y of high quality”, or
2. "The pressire thét testing exerts on the schools has a
generally beneficial effect", or
3. "Tests of minimum competency are frequently unfair' to
| particu]ar students." | |
_ These are;CSE'ﬁ questions, I've only added thé'embhasis. CSE has
écduf?ed the -sub-culture .of educational tegt—makes'we111 (I must note
that when I see questionnaire itemsl1ike these, I’never feel very
defen;ive about the criticisms aimed at the “softness" of ethnographic
' reséaﬁch.) Consider the assumptions of the second of the three items.
cin my not-so;random1y—se1ected list, the quegtion »ébout Jseneficié1

effects. To answer the‘qusstion at ali, one has to accept as tTact

. : | :
that testing exerts pressure on schools. I do happen to feel that.
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"testing does exert pressure on teachers and on schools, but as a

teacher-respondent to a survey 1ike this, I'd_rather te11 CSE than

have CSE tell me. Consider further that against the crisply clear

phrase “generally benificié]“ 1 must discern the nuance between

"Agree"land "Strongly Agree".. The usé of “"generally" diminishes the
powén of my-sé1ectiqg between "Agree" and “Strongly Agree". One way
to handle that kind  of invitation to powerlessness is by ,notr‘,
cohp1etjhg the questionnaite. Ther §f1ent majority of ’40-50% h
non-respondents have;disruptediﬁsé's'study_and diminised the results
simply by doing nothing! That also raises questions about the
seriousness with which dutiful respondents may have completed CSE's
interrogation of their attitudes.

Aga1nst the potent1a1 ambiguity in survey questions such as
these--and clearly 1 am tak1ng the, survey 1nstrument as yet another
form of “test1ng in the schools“--l m far more impressed with what 1
can learn from even a brief quote 11ke the fo11owing, taken from ohe
of CSE's own dinterviews. At first blush this statement appears
ambiguous or at least low-key, but in fact the ambiguity can be (and
in this case was) interpreted as conveying some tentativeness that
maintains.control in the hands of the teachers. For whatever type of
test is being described (and I think we need that 1éve1 of
specificity, a1though it is not provided in the excerpt), this
pérticu1ar teacher does not reveal a sense of powerlessness:

You can't count a score on one test too
heavily. The kid could be sick or tired or just
not feel up to doing it that day. Maybe his

parents had a fight the nignht before. . Maybe he
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doesn't try.  Maybe he doesn't test well.

{Dorr-Bremme & Herman, 1983, p. 12) N v
But wait! while we've'got even one teacher on the line, I'd like
10 know a bit more. Here are six reasdns for not countihg a scofe on
one test too heavily, but they are for a hypothetical case. What
about a rea]kcase in that teacher's own classroom? For tﬁat one
particular teacher, what constitutes enough tests that the scores can
no longer be discounted? What about the test scores of kids who
; always come to school tired? Of of kids whs hardly ever come to
school? There is lots more that f wou]dl1ike to ask. I'd be willing
to tradé in most of the survey data for a closer look at a case or two
of classroom testing in process, or teacher elation at good test
results (one might study~only that{ or teacher banicAat bad results
{(one might study only that). But, given the data already at hand on
this project and the talents of the reseérch staff, maybe we can have
both. I urge CSE to makée fuller use of interview and observation data
in the final report, at-least in "fleshing out“ the nuhbefs in fhe
comprehensive _sdrvey "by augmenting them with anecdotal data that
suggest what teachers mean by their responses.’

Along tﬁe way, maybe we can give more thought to the issues of
what constitutes "beneficial pressure” in the scheols and whether
that's the kind of pressure that the current emﬁﬁasis and reiianpe:on
testing now exerts. My hunch is that, like virtually everything else
we do in schools, the pressure that testing exerts in schools is
beneficial to some teachers and ;o'ggig students. Tésting is probably
of greatest benefit to the commercial developers who make and sell

tests. Most -recently it has also become "beneficial" to school

o)
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critics in particular and politicans in general.

}The fact of life is that, beneficial or not, everyone connected’
withéschoo1s has to cope with testing. An ethnographic question is
"How do they?" A focus for so broaﬁ a question is the one 1 have
suggested here: a closer Took at whatever relationship may exist
~ between any one teacher's sense of powerlessness and ’ tha? same
teacher's capacity for disrupting the would-be orderly world of the
test designer. That is a good proposal-sizs guestion to address. It
hay.a1so contribute to our understanding of a 1argef-issué: how did

evaluation ever come to occupy such a central place in the ethos of

American educators?
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In Testsbwe Trust?
Remarks On the Pattern of Test Use in Our Schools
R Philip M. Jackson
Department of Education | ;§7
University of Chicago |
_ Pard.L1pants in this conference have been asked tc do the
following: 1) 1dent1fy an important quest1on or area of concern in

testing and/or education, 2) discuss the findings of “the

CSE- sponsored survey 1n the light of the identified questions, and 3)

identify next steps for research and/or po11cy and practice. I wou]d‘

like to modify those directions only slightly, I will begin by

—jdentifying—four-trends - that -seem to me to stand out in the data of

the survey report. I next will comment, rather specu]ative1y 1 fear,

about tests in general and some of the assumptions that underlie their

_use 1in our schoo1s. Finally, I will seek to shdw how those

«

Specu1at1ons bear upon the identified trends in the data.
‘ 1.
Without in any way intending to be critical of the survey, I
tﬁink it fair.to say that its findings, at Teast in gross qut1ine,'are

anything but surprising. What they tell us in general about the use

" of tests in our schools most of us already know, which is. that tests

are widely employed by both teachers and administfafBst‘that“t ey are

used for a var1ety of purposes, from decisions having to do with
1nd1v1dua1 students to public relations efforts on the “part of the
central administration; and that the impact of mandated test1ng is

evident at both the elementary and secondary levels.
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In addition to those bland and predictable findings there are
several other general trends wh{th, though not quite so predictab]eﬁ’
perhaps, are also not terribly surprising.' Fqur ofﬁ those trends
strike me as being notgworthy, however, for reasons soon to be
exp1ainedﬂ _ Thé first is that tests arve rated as beihg of gféater
importance for school decision-making of almost all kinds in schools
serving lower SES students, as contrasted with those serving higher
SES populations. This tendency is most noticeable in the finding
that in 26 of the 32 possible compafisons between higher and lower SES

' schooTs, the latter receive the higher mean rating. The only two

types of decision-making for which that overa11‘trend does not hold

-

are--those -having--to-do-with-teacher_evaluation and.student promotion.

The second of the four trends tha&t caught my eye reveals that
among ‘the three groups of teachers questioned, high school math
teachers appear io be most favorably disposed toward the usefq1néss of
testing, high school English teacher§ next, and elementary teéchefs
last. This shows up c1gar1y in Tabie 12 Qf the survey report. On the"
two items under the category of 1"u$efu1ness of testing“,' the
percentages of agreement reflect the progressibn I have described. It
is equally 1mportant to note, however, that on the item asking whether
tests of minimal competency are fredueht1y unfair to vparticu1ar
students, and on the one asking w éther thevpreésure'teét{ng exerts on
the ssﬁ601 has a Qenera11y'bene31cia] effect, the saﬁe tendency is
clearly evident. Secondary math teachers are 1east'1ike37 to call
minimum cémpetency tests unfair and mOSt,1ike1y to&iaud the beneficial

effect that the pressure of testing exerts on the schools.  The
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reverse is tfue for elementary teachers, with secondary English
teachers fa1hﬁhg somewhere in the middle on both items.

The third result io;which I would direct attention shows more
time being devoted to testiqg in high schools. than in elementary
schools.  This is clearly eQident- in Table 1 of the report. The
annual amount of time spent on testing in tenth grade English is
a1most\;thréé times as great as. fhg comparable figure for reading
instruction in the elementary schooT. For mathematics, comparing high
school and elementary classes, the difference is twice as great in the
same directioh. Translated into numbers of testing sessions, the
breakdown reveals the average elementary school youngster beiqg tested

"—’éVéTy—tbupTEHUf‘weeksmTn“both-readfng*ﬁnd~math;-whereas¥%enth~grademw»
English and mathﬁstudents are tested once a week in each of those
subjects, and sometimes more often than that.

The fourth and fiaa{ finding toﬂhhich I would like to draw
attention has to do with the teachers' preference for tests of their
own méking and, more importantly, fqr their own observations and
opinions over tests of any kind. This tendency stands out in Table 5
of the report, which d15p1§ys the teachers' ratings of'various kinds
of tes;s; including their own observations, as devices for helping
them make a broad rénge of education§1 decisions. With respect to
each and every kind of decision, the ratings of importance rise
steadily as we move.from standardized test batteries to the teacher's
own observations, with district éndpminimumlcoﬁpetency tests, tests

dincluded with curricular matéria1$, and teacﬁér-made tests being the’

-

three categories lying between those extremes. On a fbur-point scale

of importance, with faur being "crucial", only the‘teacher-made tests

“,
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]

and the teacher's own observations consistently receive a mean ratihg
higher than 3.0. It is also worth néting that the principals, too,
placed a highgr ratfng on teachers' opinions and recommendations as
aids to decision-making than they did to any of the several forms of
testing. | |

So much:;then, fpr the four trends that I find to be notneworthy:
a grgatér reliance on tests in lower SES s&hoo]s, tolerant attitudés
toward tests showing up as being greatest among math teachers, ?esting
taking p1$ce more frequently in high schools than in e1ementafy
schools, and teachers relying more on their own observations than on.
tests of any kind. That pattérn of test usage and of attitudes foward
tests hay not be all that surprising, as was suggested at the start,
but I find it to be intrighi;; all the same. To say why requires some
talk ahout tests in general and about their ciassroom use 1in
particular, a task to-which I now turn.

T : 11.

Paper and pencil tests of the kind found in schools are soO common“
that little if anything need ‘be said  about theif‘ gross
charactefistics. We all know, for example, that they are usually
tests of knowledge or skill of one sort or anéther; comprised of a
series of questions students must answer‘Or tasks»they must perform.
We further know, as the items in the survey report repeatedly remind
us, thaé tests may be commercially produced, designed by specialists
for a §%ng1e school or school district, or prepaked by individual
teachers for exclusive ﬁse in their own classrooms. We know many
other things ;bout tests as well, such as wh&i they Tlook 1ike.és

physical objects, how to bone up in preparation. for taking them, what-

- 180
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it feels like to succeed or fail in that task, and so forth. About
these and re1atéd commonplaces, further comment is unnecessary.

What it is necessary to say something about, however, are the
presubpositions that underlie the construction of tests, together with
some of the less frequently discussed reasons why tests are seen as
very useful, if not iﬁdispensab1e, too]S for today's classroom
‘teachers and for othefs as well. The reason these remarks are
necessary 1is s1mp1y that most of us tend lnot to think about sucﬁ
matters very much, a tendency in neegx\f countering from time to
time. Or so it seems to me. ;

The enabling presuppoéitions that 1ie behind the development of
the kinds of tests used in our schools today are both epistemological
and ontological in charaéter, which is to say they have to do with our
ideas about knowledge ~ and its 'properties, particularly those
prOpertiés_having to do with the essence of knowledge, with how real

oy

it is. One way of inquiring into the _reality of knowledge is by

examining our customary manner of thinkingiéﬁd talking abqut'it. What
such an exercise reveals is how knowledge cSmpares with other features
of reality, how it resemg1és other thing% “we call real, iike an
orange, say, or a stone, or a sack of wheat. For examp1e;‘we speak of
know1edge existing, as we do-an orange. wéfspeak of\being able to
weigh knowlsfge, as we do a stone. Ve talk about the spread of
knowledge, as\we do wheat. How else do we customar11y think and speak
of it? Nhat further might be said of 1ts "ontic status", a term ‘
phi]osophers themselves sometimes use to' speak of the essence of
being? o

Well, for one thing, knowledge, as popularly conceived, is said

to exist in units. It comes in bits and pieces that can be counted
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and sorted in a variety of ways. The Sma11est.of.these, when verbally:
expressed, is variously called a fact, a prOpoéition, or, more
colloquially, a.piece of information. Nhen 'skills are being talked

about,—rather than verbal or propositional knowledge, the equivalent

unit.of-smETTé§t size is a movement or a physical posiiion of some
kind; such as the proper way of'gripping a tehnis.racquet or how to
position one's fingers on a*tybewriter. These rudimintary glements
are often referred fo as "basics” or "fundamentals". The largest unit
of knowledge in common parlance is a "body" ofxsu e sort,\thbugh terms
like "domain"™ and “fie1dﬁ are also éommon1ym\used to - refer to
macro-units of what is known. - '
One of the.mqsymjwportgn;MPropertjes,of knowledge is its truthg
value. It is.also one of the most troublesome when it cbme§ to
establishing the existence of knowledge within an educational
context. To see yhy this is s0, we need cons1der very briefly the
difference between the outlook of a professional epistemologist and
" that of a practicing educator.
When the profess1ona1 ep1sf‘mo1og1st speaks of something called
"the truth condition" as being recessary for the establishment of
knowledge, he or she is usually -referring to some heans, either
empirical or logical or both, by which a correspondehce of some sort
can be established, a correspondence between, say; the world of
Janguage on the one hand and the physic31 world on the the other,!
Only when such a match can be affirmed, most epistemologists would
insist, is it 1egit1mate to speak of genuine know]edge. There 1is much
‘more to the epistemologist's concern than this, of course, but

basicaily the truth he or she is interested in is of this relatively

ar
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abstract and férma] kind.

The truth about whiéh teécheﬁs and o;héf‘educators are chiefly
concerned resembles that of the professionallepiétemo1ogist in some
respects but certainly not all. It has less to do with a formal
property o€ gnow1edge per se than’it does with the very practical
questions of whether a giQen piece of knowledge or perhaps a whole
body of it "resides", so to speak, within the student or students to
wh&ﬁ it has sﬁpposed]y beqn transmitted. The kind of correspondence
typically sought by the educator is that between the teacher's
know1edge (or that of the textbook) on thé one hand, ~and the studert s

'know1edge on the other.

}t has ‘a1readj been pointed out that we commonly think of
knowledge as having the property of being disseminated or "spread" the
way, say, the contents of a sack of grain might be. .This N
dissemination can take place in a number of ways. Know]edgé can be
passed along from one person to another or from one person to many
others,< It can even be passed from books to people, as we well know,
and recently other technological inventions, such as television and
combuiers, have come to play a part in the process.

Unfor;pnaté1y, howeVer; we  know equa]]y' well that the
transmission of know1edge,‘ by whatever means, fs not. always as
successfu1 as p1anned. Like grain, ‘it does not always lodge énd take
root as we would 1ike it to. To find out whether11tAhas:or»has not’
lis where tests:cpmezin. Or a1mo$t. |

The discoveryvbf whether a particular unit of knowledge has been
réteived aé sent or difected would seem, almost bx’definition,‘to

réquire _a deliberate inquiry of some sort; Not always, however,

voR
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for the simp1é‘ reason that sometimes 'the receipt of know]edge“'is

spontqneous1y registered, as is’ alleged to have happened when

Archimedes gave out _his famous cry of "Eureka!" .as -he ran naked
through the streets of Syracuse. * Sometimes its reception is more

discreetly conveyed, aé, for exampie, by a-simple change of expression

on a student's face, revealing to one and all that, as the saying

goes, "the 1ight has finally dawned."

More frequently, however, some kind of deliberate action does

have to be taken'if we want to -find out whether or not someone knoWs

something.  Three kinds of action are common. Others might be as

well, but these three are so logically compelling that they come to,

"mind at once. ‘ N

We first might patiently wait. around for the .knowledge [to be
naturally expressed or acted upon. This non-intrusive apprbach has

the obvious advantage' of assufin91 us that thé knowledge we are

interested in is not only po§sessed'by the person or persons to whom

it has been transmittéd, it is also being put to -use by them. Thke

obvious disédy&ntage of this approath is that for most kinds of

knowledge it would simply take too long to find out what we want to

. know. Also, it is easy to see how.such an approach might well entail

»

ethical probTems of no.small consequence. Following a person around,

while waiting for him or her to display the knowledge we are looking

for, may not always be the most welcome form of companionship, to say
S : :
the least! "
For these and other reasons, this most "natural" and

"non-obtrusive” method is seldom ehp1oyed in educational settings.

Abdut'the c1o§est.he come to it within schools is in instruction %n

L4 -
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athletics éhd the.perfdrming arts, where'a coach teaches a pérticu]ar
ski11'ahdlthén sends his or her students into the fray, so to speak,
while he or she watches them from the sidelines. or from offstage in
hopes of discovering héw well their 1essd§sﬂweke learned. Teachers of
other subjects may keep. their eyes out for such nafura11y occurring
signs of knowledge acquisiton as well but, aside from the. exceptions .
named, few if any rely exclusively or even‘heav%iy'on this evaluative
fechéjque:v o |

A seﬁond Qénéra1 girategy, as natural in its own way as the first
but of a diffeﬁent kind ‘entire1y, is simply to ask the would-be

possessor of knowledge whether he or she knows whatever it is that is

"being taught. “Do you %now X or don't you?" the teacher innocently.

inquires. This happens all the time in classrooms. Wesee it mést
clearly when teachers ask students to raveal their understanding of
something by a show of hands or a nod of their heads. The crucial
poiﬁt of. this familiar practice is that the ﬁeécher's query stops with
the answer: to Fhe questionsvasked. He or she, accepts the stﬁdents'
€g§timony as received and moves on from there.

A closely related practice within schools in general is to seek
documentary evidencé of knowledge acquisition, such as a transcript, a
lTetter of recommendation, or a diploma of some kind. Here, too, what
is being relied upoﬁ'ié testimony of avéort, rather than the §c;ya1
'Fisp1ay of knowedge. These documentry procedures Are %ommon in
admissions offices, where great re]ianéé is placed upon official
$tqtements of one kind or another havihg to do with what prospective
students allegedly know. The same is true of school officials whose

job it is to determine a student's eligibility for promotion or

: " . .1f3;f
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"graduation."Both sets of decisions almost invariably maké use of test

scores-as well, but note that as far as the admissions officer or ‘the
dean of stduents is concerned, such scores function in very much the
same way as do nods that signal understanding to the teacher in the

classroom. The scores -themseives are evidence of knowledge, more

-reliable than persona]:’testimopy._perhapé, -but ~at least one step

removed f}om“itg djreét¢revé]a£10n,'as are nodding heads and raised
hands. | |

.‘;A th{rd strategy, the one of chief interest to participants at’
this conference, is to give a test.of somé kind, réquifiﬁg that- the
knowledge in questféﬁ (usdélly just 'é sampling of it) be actually
disp]ayed. _ This is cohmqn]y done, as we all knqw, by asking thé

student one or more questions whose answers, if clearly expressed and

if given correctiy, reveal thé know1edge directly. The equiva1ent

proéedure'in thefcgse of'motor‘ski11shis to'require the student to
’pérform this or that task. o ’

’l But the possibi1ity of . testing: reveals nothihg about the
ﬁecessity for doing so, whichwis efﬁﬁia1 to_unaerstanding the p1acé of
tests'in our schoo]si; So the key qdestién becomes: Why test? Why not
simply rely on a person's testimony- about what he or she knows or ddes»
not\know? |

There are fwo,answers to that quesfiqh,’éaéh iq a c1a$; of its
own. The first hés'tovdo with what we can possibly éﬁy about what we
know. The second deals witﬁ reasons why a person might not wish to
give an accurate report of the state of his oréher khowlsdge, even if

able to.do so.

Some of the limits to our speaking about what we Know dre

[N
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onjous. "For these reasons alone (and others of the same type could
éasi1y be addéd), the empToymeqﬁ' of tests of one kind or another
becomes a near necesSity of many educational settings.

The second class of answers to the question "Why test?" has to do
with the harsh fact that whaf a person says about the state of his or
her knowledge cannot always be trusted, not because of 1imits on what
", we can properly say about what we know, but for moral reasons. To put
it bluntly, he or she might be lying, claiming to know what is not
known. There are several reasons why this suspicion ié_often justi-
fied, ngt the least of which is.that very real and unpleasant conse-
. quences are often attached to a confession of ignorahce in educational
settings. Courses‘may have to be taken again, grades may have_to be
reﬁeated, report card marks may be ﬁbwered, more homework might be
piled on, notes may be written home to parents, and more. . A

Added to the possibility of official sanctions of one kind or
another is the social embarrassment that often accompaﬁ?bs the admis-
sion of not knowing something. The risk one runs by ‘exposing one's
ignorance extends to being considerd "thick" or “stupid“ by classmates ,ﬁ
and perhaﬁs even by loved ones as well. That is no% a]way; true, of
course. Ask he caéual]y for an.item of information that 1 just happen
not to know, and I have no.trOub1e at all confessing my ignorance.
Bqt ask me to disp1ay what I was supposedly taught, and my inability
to dc so creates discomfort. Let the questionar be my teacher and let
the t:me between instruction and thé teacher's question be extremely
brief, and the discdmfort peaks. To admit to not knowing what has
been Specif%ca11y taught is, in‘many situatjons, much more than a

_confession of ignorance, it is also an admission of failure.
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; SS there are a host of reasons why teachers might find it
desirable and even nécessary to administer tests to their students, as
opposed to relying upon more informal ’éﬁgi,casua1 procedures, to
confirm the relative success of thgjr teach1né endeavors. Almost any
combination of them would suffice to justify ithe presenée of tests in
our schools. At the same time, it is‘?héortant to note that one
important sub-set of the teacher S reasons for giving tests, those
having. to .do w1th the possibility that students might not tell the
truth if asked d1rect]y,—1ntroducesAan element of distrust into the
whé]é procedure that, once acknowledged, is hard to disavow. That
ﬁistrust is intensified and made harder to‘ignore by the elaborate

precautions commonly’ taken to ensure against cheating during the

testing process itself. Students ere separated by empty seats, testj

monitors patrol the ais1es, all books and materials must be placed .

under seats, and so forth. So it is not just that students might be

tempted to 1ie when asked if they knew or understood-something. That
temptation, our cautionény ﬁroceddres make clear, carries over into
the testing éituation itself where it takeslthe form of wanting to
;heat, which fs simply anéther foFm of ,fying. - Again, not every
student feels that temptation, we would hope, and among those who do,
not ail struggle with it to tﬁe same degree. But the temptation is

there, all the same, as every seasoned teacher knows. Tests, made

'necessary'in part by an understandabie penchant to lie about what we

know, introduce for many étudents an additonal temptation to be
dishonest, one in which the consequences of li2ing caught are

uncommonly dire.
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By ca]iing attention to the human weakness that \helps to make
tests necessary in the first p]ace;:and-by point’~3 to the fact that
tests them:selves may exacerbate that weakness, making stronger the

temptation to cheat and 1ie, 1 have no wish to condemn the practice of

“testing in general nor to speak out against the use of any particular

kind of tests in our schools. On the contrary, when it comes to
weighing the pros and cons of testing, I believe the stronger argument
to be on the side of tests end all they have contributed to our

schools. Their good points are many. Tests have helped in the early

detection of learning difficulties. They have contributed to the

elimination of certain forms of favoritism and prejudice. They have
serQed”to objectify a wide range of =ducational decision-making, from
classroom practices to federal and state'po11cjes. Indeed, it is
difficult to imagine a systen of mass education without the
standardizetion and regularization of that system made possible by the
widespread use of tests. |

At the same time, it is important {a keep in mind the limits and
the drawbacks associated with tha use of tests in our schob]s. One of
thése, 1 have tried to make ciear, is the suggestion of mistrust
embedded, so to speak, within tests of almost all kinds and capable of
bgiﬁg communicated to the person being tested. - Thet undesirable

jnterpretation may never come across to each and every youthful

-test-taker, true ehough, and there certainly are ways of jightening

jts impact when it does (Jjust as there are ways of making it more
severe if we are not careful), but the danger that it will be so taken

remains all the same.

Moféover, {t js not only the person being tested at whom the

- 1869 °



- 159 - - \

suspicion embedded in tests might 'be directed. The 'ﬁargets may

\

sometimes include teachers and other school uffic . .s égxwe11. The
recent insistence on minimal coﬁpetency testiqg is a g&pd case 1in
" point. Why are such tests being insisted upon? At 1éast%a part of
the .answer has to be {ﬁat the public no longer trusts the§§ch9015 to
do what they claim to be doing. The public wants proof o% the kind
that on1y tests will give. That desire, no matter how politely
conyéyed, contains the implicit suspicion that all is not well. It is
an expression of distrust writ large. Anyone failing to perceive it
as such overlooks the core of its message.

A second category of limitations assoéiated'hith the use of tests
in our schools has to do with the restriction of educational aims
goals to those tiat conform to the epistemological assd;ptions already .
mentioned. The most extreme manifestation of these 1imits occurs when
teachers, as the saying goes, teach for thé test (tﬁe test in question
being established by some external authority over which the tecaher
has no contrcl) and do nothing beyond that. Such situations, we would
> hope, are extremely rare, but they do happen all the same, and when
they do the finger of bTame cannot. be pointed so1e1yrat the teachers
who accept such a narrow definition of their task. = Unenlightened
‘administrative practices,ﬂbo]itica1 pressures, and the public clamor
for "hard evidénce“ that ﬁas already been cited, ;11 play a part in
forcing som~ teachers to knuckle under to demandS‘that tii. Lorwise
would . jece. |

But teaching for the test js not the only way in which tests

might have a constricting effect on the range of educational goals and .

objectives. A less extreme form of the same phenomenon shows up
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whenever teéchers restrict their efforts to the transmission ot
“testab1e" know1edge 1gnor1ng or leaving to others the development of
interests, attitudes, va1ues, character traits, and other pr1zed
qualities that the schools have traditionally sought to deve10p.

There-is nothing about tests per se that makes such a restriction
necessary. That much must be granted at the start. But tests, by
their very nature, which is to say by their apparent objectivity and
precision and the definitions of the results they pruv1de, make
edqcationa1 goals that are untestable also seem less desirable
somehow. What can only be ca11ed_thé "authority" of tests makes seem
quaint and p1d~fashioned,iif,not downright sentimental, a teacher's
desire,to awaken his students' interest in a subject, or commuﬂicate
by his own actions what it means to,bé intellectually honest, or to
show, by daily example, as Socrates did, how puzzlement and wonder can
_become a way of 1ife.

How real is the danger that the presence of tests will ultimately
bring this state of affairs about? -How many teachers today actually
restrict themselves to teéching what is testable? 'I'confess to having
no idea of the number who do, though I suspect it is not .very great.
Most teachers of my acquaintance, including those who teach subjects
that lend themselves to the frequent use of tests, know full well that
there are d1mens1ons of their work that elude capture by: tests of even
the most 1ngen1ous design. ~Maybe I just happen to be lucky in the
people I run across as teachers, but 1 doubt it.

f So the daﬁger of most or even many teachers turning out to be
Gradgrinds seems, from my perspective, to be rather. remote. What is

needed, however, to keep their number small (assuming it‘a1reagy is)
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is the continuz! affirmation of those dimensions of teaching about
which test-mznors, Dy the very natuvc of "7 ‘.icrest and their
work, seldom, if. ever, speak.

There is much more to be said:about what tests can't do, and
about the place of the untestable in educational affairs,Abut this is
neither the time nor the place to say it. Let it suffice to insist
that tests do have limits, and to warn against having those limits
.either‘distort or constrain the mission of our schools. i# the public
does not perceive that.danger,Athen we must educate them.VIIf L
us who call ourselves educators do not perceive it, then we must be
edﬁFated as well. A1l of which brings me back to the pattern of test
use with which I began. ’

1.

To review, the four trends mentioned at the start were the
following: gréaie; reliance on test use in lower SES schools, qreatest
tolerance of tests by math teachers, least by elementany teachers,
more testing in high schools than in elementary schools, and greater
reliance by teachers on their own observations than on tests of nay
kind. ‘ .

How shall we underétand those findings in the light of whét has
been said about tests and their limitations? What further queétions
do they'rajse?v

Oh the surfaée,Lat teast, they seem far from surprising, és was
acknowledged at the ;tart. We would expect tests to be relied upon
‘more heavily in Tlower, aé opposed to higher, SES schools, fof the

simple reason that that's where concern about teaching the basics ‘s

the'greatest, and it is in the assessment of that kind of knowledge
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///
that tests,are\most'user1. We wpu1d expect high school math teachers
to ook more.kindly.on tests than do elemehtary teachers, or even high
schoq]/Eﬁ§1ish teachers, for the simple reason .that mathematics lends

~ = . . .
_itself to testing in a way that most other school subjects do not. We
// e .

-

would expect tests to be more wide1y used in high schosls: than‘in
e1ementary schoo}e, for the simple reason that high school teachers
ty?ir*11v *rach fodr or five tdmeé as many students as do elementary
t y track of the progress ¢,  .at me. . uden.” s
somethina th.t tests can help them.to do. We would expect teachers to
rely more heavi1y'on their own judgments than on tests of any kiﬁd for

. tﬁe simple reason that Seeing is believing, even when it comes to ihat
kind of esoteric "seeing" {nvo1ved in estimating how well" someone
knows something, or what kinds of intellectual difficdities they are
encountering, or any of a half-dozen other judgments @eachers are -
commonly required to make. | '

So what's all the fuss about this pattern of test use? There is
nothfng at all mysterious about it, or so it would s;em. At thie same
time, 1 can‘t' He]p but wonder if there might not be more to the
patternggthan meets the eye. Given what has been .said about the,
element of mistrust embedded in testing practices, might it suggest
thet children of the poor are more 1likely to have that sense of
mi rust commuﬁiqated to them than are children of the well-to-do? If
peing ‘tested is a form of being on trial, such an experience is
encountered disproportionately by the least privd]eged portion of our
school population.. Should we.worﬁy about that? I think we should.

What about the greatest tolerance of teses among .teachers of

mathematics? Is that simply a function of mathematics being more
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susceptible to testing, ¢ wigh. e dif. rence have something to do
with the fact that math tends to be avoided by all save those who must
have it in order to enter a particu1ar profession 6r those who, as the
saying goes, are mathematically inclined? The choice is sure1y not
either/or, but 1 suspect that not enough attgntion has begﬂlpaid to
the latter él;ernative. '

. In the light of the same set of observa;ions, aoes the greater
.frequency of. tests in high schools thap in elementary schools haQe
anything +~ do with the we11-documehted fact that positive attitudes
toward scho.i diminish as we mouve up . gralte, Na high school
teachers and elementary teachers subscribe to quite‘different éets of
epistemological assumptions? It is common  to call high school

‘teachers "subject-centered" and elementary teacners "child-centered",

but, if'true, what do those differences have to do with the place of
4

tests in %@e pedagogical armentarium of those two groups of teachers?

N

Such dUestions call for two different kinds of fo11ow-up studies
to the one already madg. He need to know more tﬁan we do about how

\

students perceive the tests they encounter in school, and we need to

know more than the suriey tells us about why teachers choose to use or
to avoid using tests.’ ﬁhat”ﬁs needed, in short, is an in-depth study
not just of testing practices but-of the sub-stratum of attitudes,
beliefs, and opinions that provide the rationale for those practices |
and that the practices themselves engender.

My obsérva%ions about the ‘1imifs_ that tests might ace upon
educational aims and objectives, together with the obseryation that

all teachers seem to rely on their own judgments and gpinions more

than they do:-'on tests, leads me to wonder whether most t&achers may
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not be a whole 1ot smarter than test-makers and ot @rs sometimes give
" them credit for being. Might it be that the avercgye teacher, even the
average math teacher, understands full well that the mosi  oortant
outcomes of schooling, ‘even for those who ard stiil mastering the
basics°, have Htt]g or nothing to do with whaf shows up on tests of
any kind? Might their aét of self-reliance cbntain a message that
contradicts ’and possib1y, overcomes the suspicion latent in the tests
they use? What is the content of tha‘timessage? A5 seen through a
.. dar. ~h is to say as dimly perceived'in the statiscics of
the survey rvepOit, L . 4 i. 35 L -ing ;omet!"'iﬁgA like the following:
"Trust in oneself and trust in others ‘ar'evthe two most important kinds
of trust there are. It is the B‘Bb of the school to convey that
message, loud and clear.” %Could that be w_haf the teachers are trying
to te?l us? He don't Know, o"f course, but 1 foF one fervently hope

SO.

A
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Paths to Fxcellence: Testing and Technology
A Los Angeles Unitied School District Perspective
Floraline Stephens

_Director, LAUSD Research and Evaluation Branch

<IIY

This particular study had much significadce for me, because it

put into a better perspective the amount of testing required of

students at the elementary and secondary Tlevcls. 0f particular:

interest was.the infbrmation that less than 20% of testing is or could
be controlled by a central office administration, ﬁéme1y, statewide
assessment, minimum -competency testiné, and norm-referenced- testing
(commercially puB1ished tests). : 3 | _

' ”I considered that when we talk about festing, we do né% include
the preparation time required of teachers ggfggg the tests are given
an@ the processing/scoring time required after the tests are givéh. A
tremendous oversight.

I was quite disappdinted with the information'concerning the use
of 'mandated testing results, because this testing is terriny
expensive (in terms of both human and financial resources);. However,
it wés not surprising that teachers sti]]ﬁigjnciga11g rely on their
teacher-made tests, their opinions, their observations, and - their
recommenditions to plan the school’ year, group Students, provide
remedial or acée]eratea work, and -grade students’ repo;t cdrds,
instead of district continuum tests. The school priﬁcipa1s agree that

/

this is correct. ‘

1 was interested to learn that principals report not using

elementary or secondary level tests to evaluate teachers. This is

¥

‘what is or is not being taught and how'much students learned after

being taught. My old mastery learning advocacy position feels that

N v /A

unusual,. because. elementary level curriculum test results ean monitor
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all regular students (ﬁot mentally retarded) can 1e$rn‘if'they are
‘taught under regular conditions, and that the amount of-1earn}ng is
particularly based upon quality teaching. ’

What is especially significant are all of‘the things that either
do not happen of happen infrequently regérding test use and teacher

acCOuntabi1jty:’

1. establishing test-score goals at secondary and elementary ~
levels

2. currtcular decision making, at the secondary level in
particular

'3, “administrative evaluation of the quality of teacher-made
tests. '

4. -continuous mohitoring of the use of ongoing progress test
data

5. regu]arj or routine p;ocedures es£ablished by school or
ddstrict administrators to help teachers update. their
assessment skills

This all leads to accurate asseSsment of studént learning or

achievement, which has bearing upon qbprppriate decision-making.

Student learning, or student academic achievément, is something

that is not mentioned exp]ici;]y in this study. I think that all
parties who have’;g1esfto play in the student Tearning process--that
is," parents, teacher;,' administrators; and even the students
themselves--want stduents to bepome academic achieve;s. :Aﬁ1 of these
persons want students to know how t6 read well and ably comprehend
what is read, compute accurate1y; and‘write clearly. Whatever the
type of test, wé must remember that testing 6n1y samples levels of
student achievement. ‘Everytﬁing“ that  is taught cannot be tested
because testing would indeed consume much of the school day, week, or

£
year.
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The issue of testing is ever-present, because school districts
are- caught in.a dilemma when on one side- the news media constantly

report how "good" or "bad" a school distr{ct'is based uponttest scores

in reading and math. The public buys this notion of ‘assessing a

“school’s exce11eoce.or lack of excellence oased upon reading and math

scores. For 'example, my office constantly receives calls_from real

estate agents trying to place executives and other workers from across

the nation. in neighborhoods where the . schogls have “high tescf-
scores . Their criterion for excellent, good, fair,vor poor schoo1s
is based upon a norm-referenced test's median percent11es for reading
and math. On the other hand teachers' organ1zat1ons 1ump testing
into the “paperwork overload controversy". However, wben you question |
teachers about thebtime testing takes, they are ﬁgg,rererringgto their
teacher-made assessments of students’ orogress or |lack of progress,
but to testing that is organized and coordinated throudh a school
district's.céntra1 office. They rave no control oVer the type of test
or the sghedu]ing. Thus, a sense of power1essnessEncﬁrs?‘resulting
in feelings of. frustration. ’

"Additted]y, in the Los Angeles Unifed School District (LAUSD)
during certain per1ods of , time, principally the SPthQ, it appears
that students are bombarded with testing. The CSE study reported that
at the e1ementary level, five per cent of total instructional time in’
reading and math is used for testing in those subjects. At the
secondary level, the perceotage "allocated to testing is‘ much higher:

20% of English class time and 18% of math ciass time. The teachers'

v

T time expend1tures are magn1f1ed by prepar1ng for test1ng, prepar1ng

for scoring tests and, if necessary, scoring tests by hand. Comb1n1ng

_testing time* with oreparation time in a compressed t1me

per1od makes the process somet1mes overwhe1m1ng.,

L 178
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State Testing

e
L

| In L»JSD tWO types Of' Y‘ead'lng and math tests are mandated by the

state-—competency testlng and the California Assessment Program
(CAP). The first. 1s very expensive to administer, while the latter
has no direct 1mpac§ on the district's 1nstruct}ona1 program because
the matrix testing construcf dnes not provide individua1 test scores.

| The LAUSD spent considerable amounts o% money to develop

competency tests to meet the requirements of thé district and of the

state. Many may ask, “Uhy go to the expense 0 deve1oping your own

tests?"  When you consider the volume of stude.ts (30-40,000 per .

grade) who will be affected by testing results, the district deemed it.
extremely important that the tests were fair and equitable to the
population tested. The district is assessing what is taught in the.
district, not a "generaiized" vérsion of a nationa1 curriculum. This
is especially 1mpdrtant when students reach grade 12 and can be denied

their diploma based upon faj!ure to pass - any competency tesft in

reading, math, and language. Not only were the deVe10pment costs

" expensive, but the state's annual requirement that the district report

an unduplicated count of students by ethnic groub passing_a11 three
{ests is also expensive. whi1e'thfs may seem easy, it is not. The
logistics ‘f fprocessing test sdores for. 30-40,000 pup11s is
horrendous!' Therefore, c0mputer profess1ona1s now enter the p1cture.
They dn not come cheap. We now have to have computer fi]es, system
analysts, and programners to keep the records dccurate. Each year
that the state adds another grade level to report about, the work1oad
becomes heavier! The on1y reimbursement for district mandated efforts
is a stiperd for each failing student who has a parent conference, and

summer school for secondary students who did not pass a proficiency
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test. Although in California the statewide assessment program is not

“tedious or long, it is viewed by many as an added test burden. It has

little uti]ity .because there are no individual student scores to

determine indfvidua]wprogress or lack of progress. The state now
views this- as a :possib1e weakﬁess of dits testing program and

" individual student scores ha;e been proposed for future development.
In addition, the state's scﬁedu]e for testihg-érades 3.and & occurs in
the snring period during a very~crowded,te7§5ng period.

Another element that increaees the strain of testing is the
year-round school schedule. Los Angeles, in order to relieve
OVefcrowded schools, uses a year;round school pfogram. _What this
means is that there are three tracks of students in session‘while one
track is off session. Testiné schedules have to accommodate bthe
various‘teecks. Therefore, year-round schools have longer periods of
testing to ‘accomodate all of the studente to make sure they have
similar amounts of time for instruction prior to testing.i

Norm-Referenced Testing | |
'The Federal Government's Chapter I (fdrmer]y Title Ii guidelines
require assessmegt of academic Erograms.. The district, because it
wants to know how well its students perform in comearison to students
across the nation, tests students in grades 3, 5 and ‘8‘ with
norm-referenced tests in reading and math. You may have read in the
Los Angeles Times that oﬁr fluent English-speaking students have
improved in reading and mefh in grades 5 and 8, reaching or exceeding
“the 50th percentiie in math; Ih?both of these grade levels, over 90%

of the students afe classified as fluent éng]ish speakers.

Although schools are judged by their norm-referenced test scores,

A\ 180 . -
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cr1ter10n -referenced test results as the bhasis for improving
instruction. The Survey of Essential Skills (sﬁs), cooperatively
deve1oped with the Sbuthwest Regional Lab, is a series of CRT's for
grades 1-6. The SES is also used as a state competency measufe for
grade 5. Individda1 student and schod1 sumnary printouts are produced
which report whether or not students have/"mastered" the curviculum
for a partiéular grade level. At the beginning of' the year,
instructionaT pTans are based upon these test data. Student grouping
in many instances is based upon SES sores. Specimen tests or unit
tests have been developed by central office curriculum perspnne1'to
assist teachers in assessing skills as they are taught before the SES

is administered in the spr1ng However, we 1earn in the study r.iat
»th1s may not be 100% correct, since teachers indicated their
teacher-made tests had top priority. In orderato»reduce some of.this
crowd d“testing period especially in Chapter 1 schools, the SES has
been- equaéed to the CTBS, thus eliminating testing Chapter I students
w1th the CTBS in grades 1, 2, &4 and 6. This effort was v1ewed by
teachers as a S1gn1f1cant reduction in the time required for mandated
testing! This is important when the study indicates that teachers
vie;“time used for testing as time lost for»instruct{on, particularly

in. Toweer socio-economic schools {Chapter I schools).

~.

Stddy Questions
The Los Angeles Unified School District is not unique in the way
that they conduct_testing and use test information. There:is Qery
little disagreement with the findings in the study.  However,

responding to the study questions in the context of the LAUSD may add

A
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<



- 171 -

How much testing really ger on? A whole lot in a compressed period

i
”“”of“timef”**ThE”Tbgistids*ﬁf"stheduiing“and“brccessing”hundredy“of"m‘*“”

i

thousands of tests for théivarious programs cdescribed decreases the
amount of flexibility for schools and their staffs. This in_ itself
" may make school staffs feel ‘that an awful lot o% testing goes on for
students with statewide asseésment, and minimum competency tests, when
in essence according the study, the percentage allocated is quite low
in contrast to the use of teacggr—made tests or textbook tests.
”What functions do tests serve in the classroom? -Criterion-referenced

/.
and to pinpoint those

testing in LAUSD is used to group studentSff
teaching objectives that néed further emphasis or need to be taught.
Currfcu1um alignment fasks have become an integral part of
instructional planning in many of our schools. Howevef, mény school
staff need assistance in order to do this correctly and have more

-

positive results.

How are test results used by, teachers and principals? What kinds of

tests- do prihtipa1s and teachers trust and rely upon most?

Norm-referenced test scores still seem to be‘regardedlas indicators of
success. - Thféﬂ is due partly to the media and to school
\ §uperintendents and boards of education who do make judgments of
quality based upon a percent11es}ank. However, teachers, onée they

A

begin to understand the sense éf criterion-reférenced tests, view them
as a handy aid to improve their instructional emphasis.
The study's overall ;esu1ts can be viewed in three ways or by
three%questibns and the reSponses‘to these questions: v
1. Is " the tremendous; e*penditure of; financial ‘and ﬁuman

resources justifiab1e.wheh you learn that the decision-making

which has. a direct- impact on 'student achievement is

Q ’ ' . “ B .j ‘ 1_5;23
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_principally.. based  upon _teacher-nade tests? _ Witn this
information, perhaps the money and time should be diverted
from statewide and national testing progréms into training
teachers to make better decisions about students (such as
competency, report card grades, prgmotions, etc.) by
improving their ability to develop good quality teacher—maggMJ
tests. ‘ -

2. Is it necessary to have fédera], étafewide, and districtwide
testing o answer the same question: are students improving
in reading and math? I would suggest combininé some of these
effbrt§ through equating studies or é1im1nating duplicate
efforts. This would certainly reduce some of the time loss
from instruction.

3. Is competency testing cost-effective in relation to tﬁé‘
expected outcomes of having students who can read, compute,
“and write? . This question is 1m§brtant' becéuse of_'the
tremendous amount of money and time expended; Since 1979,
LAUSD students have been tested to ascertain their mi nimum
Tevels of FompetenCy. Instead of using the money to test
more students, the money could bejused fdr a follow-up study
to see‘if, indeed, these student graduates are functiéning

ably in the real world after leaving school. .

5
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Testxng In the Schoo]s_

Franc1sco Sanchez -
Superintendent, Albuguerque School District

Aé superintendent, what are my concerns about testing?

1. Are our kids learning what we want them to know?

2. Can we use tests to pinpoint which areas of instruction need
improvement? |

3. Can Qe use tests to appropriately select kids for specific
programs?

4. What de tests tell wus ;about effective and ineffective
‘ teachers? . | | ‘
5. Are tests enhancing instruction, or are they getting in the

way (1. e., taking too much instructional time)? |
6. In these times of difficult pub11c re]at1ons for schools, can
we use tests to document value gained form the tax dollar?

Several maaor questions must be addressed in examining any

testing program. Scme of them are: why the tests are given, what is

done with the information, how well the tests actually match what is -

(beihg taught, and how testing can help students learn more and learn

it more effectively.

Testing is conly a part of the process of pupil evaluation and is

-of real value only to the extent that the resu1ts can be used to

1mprove 1nstruct1on and pupil performance in the c]assroom.' The main
purpose of -a testing program is to provide feedback. to students,
parents, and teachers for making decisions related to teaching and

learning. A secondary'eut equally important purpose of the testing

program is to provide data for program evaluation so that

184 -
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instructional leaders can examine and modify curricujum.

R iz altns e almiisn

How much testing is going on in our schools? How-much testing is
really neceded? How will we know when we -are testing too chh or when
testing maj be actually intruding into instructional time? Do we as
educators have all the information we need to:

1. determine special needs of children

2. help students in specific skills

3. determine if students have retained mastery, or

4, know if the program is successful?

The Albuquerqgue Experience \

In Albuquerque we are required to do sfate-manadated program
assessment. The state has mandated a norm-referenced test battery at
grades 3,‘5'and 8. The state has also mandated the New Mexico High
Schoo]‘Profic{ency Examination, which is a “"functional literacy" test
of life skills and includes a writing appraisal which emphasizes
writing‘\productieh. The New Mexicq High School Proficiency
‘Examination is givenket grade 10, with additfona] opportunities to
bass the test at grades 11‘and 12. Passing—this test qualifies the
student for a diploma endorsement, er "gold seal", at the time of
graduation.

The whole issue of state—ﬁéqdated testing is an interesting one.
In the state of New Mexico, the meiq'purpose of state-mandafed testing
is to demonstrategdietrict program\hccountabiTity.Awﬂowever, at the

\

local level we have adopted the pos1t1on that all test1ng shou1d be

used to improve programs. Therefore, we ara1yze test resu]ts and

\

report them in a number of ways to a var1ety\9f audiences, all aimed’

at specific program instruction.
» o
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Our locally mandated tests fall into several categories:

1. ‘Federal program evaluation, which depends primarily on a

continuous database of results from‘a'norm-refernced test.

1

2. Locally-developed criterion-referenced testing, which
reflects progress in language arts, reading, math, science,

and oth&f academic areas.

- 3. Diagnostic _tésting, which determines specific needs and
contributes to recommendations for special placement.

4. Performance standards testing which, in conjunction with

teacherb observatibn, determines if individua] students are

prepareh for the next level of work.

5. High school course-specific tests, . which will (in APS)
rep]éce general achievement batteries and will be used for
fndividual as well as program assessment. ° In Albuquerque,
pilots of these tests are currently being -analyzed for _
possible inclusion in the APS Comprehensive Testing Plan.

6. Teacher-option testing, which ailows teachers to request test

materials from the district's Testing Services Center, which
is operated as a sub-unit of Instructional Reéeérch, Testing,

and Evaluation.

7. Teacher-made testing,-which provides the cornerstone of 5ny’
insteuctional testing program and reflects esseqtia1 elements
~ of the real curriculum. |
Much of the locally mandated testing, whiig not specifically '
reﬁuired by the State Department of Education, is directly related to
‘bstate requfrements. For example, the New Me%icq State Basi; Ski1]s“

Plan requifes checkpoint measures of student mastery in several major

]
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locaily mandated tests fulfill this state requirement and were
designed to function as checkpoints.
Use of. Test Results
.Tésting in and of itself may be useless--and actually may be a
" waste of time--unless results are broper1y interpreted and used to
improve instruction. .

Over the'pést three years the Research and Evaluation Department
“in Aﬁs has 1mp1gmeﬁteq a plan for making testing relevant to schools
and teachers. With ‘a very limited staff, professional District
Program Evaluators ﬁave teen assigned, as a portion of their workload,
to serve in a consultant capacjty to specific sch.>ls and to work with
those schools in interpreting testing_ and assisting in. other
evaluation needs. A District Coordinator of Testing coordinates the
logistics of testing, analysis of rrsults, and production of testing
ﬁépbrt;'for schools and djstricts, and provides training in workshop
settings for professional personnel.

Using Tests to Improve Instruction

Let me give you one example of a process which we feel has been
succeséfu1 in uéing tests to improve instfh;tion.

One of the aajor components 6f our district testing program is'a
norm—referencéd fest battery at grades 3, 5 and 8, which is givén
aﬁhua1iy in mid-March. The process follows essentially the f011owin3
nine steps: , ' C

Step 1: Spring Workshops

In December;' the District Coordinator of Testing presents

workshops  for all  school " administrators and  school  test
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representatives. = She is assisted by other evaluation staff as

Information provided’at these workshops covers mechanics of  test
administration, importance of standardized procedufes, testing
énvironments, and implications of testing for instruction. ' ‘

Principals and test representatives take information'gained from

these workshops and share it at scheduled staff meetings at their

_sqhoo1s.

Step 2: Practice Tests

Practice tests are provided by our Research and Evaluation
ﬁepartment for all schoo1s. ‘Schools are encouraged to usé practice
tests judiciously to.help students learn test-taking 5ki11s. These
tests are written to address skills which are measured by the "real"”
test, but never to teach the test itself. Practice test items are
designed to familiarize students with typiéal sfandardized testing

formats and procedures.

Step 3: Test Administration’

- The test adminisﬁrat%on occurs in mid-Ma;chv with tesfing
coordinated at the building level by t;e principé1 and thé school test
representatﬁvé. '

Step 4: Visual Scanning of Ahswer Documents

Answer documents are hand-delivered by school personnel to the

!

Testing Services Center. Here traified personnel visually scan every
answer document, removing extraneous marks and insuring that the
required personal information is complete.

Step 5: Test Scoring

Answer documents are de]ivered to ‘the APS Data Services Center

)
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“For scoring, with the District Coordinator of T stiﬁg~working~clcse!yemwmmx

w1th data services personne1 in all facets of the scor1ng Frocess. We
have found that in-house scoring not only saves considerable money,
but gives the district greater freedom to develop reporting formats

which meet the needs of our instructional and classroom personnel.

Step 6: Distributfon of Results

- Fo11oﬁing scoring, the District Coordinator of Testing

"distr1butes the testing printouts to all schoo1s. District Directors

of Instruction are informed of the re]ease of the data, and assist by
working with the.school in preliminary examination of the printouts.

Step 7: School and District Reports .

The District Coordinator of Testing analyzes the test results and

.prepares reports for each school as well as for the district. These

reports are formatted to display technical data relevant to specific
academic areas. For example, ea;ﬁ school receives a booklet which

includes a separate page for each of the .major subtests. The

separate page includes the percentage of students falling in high, ___

‘middle, and low ranges; the number .of students who score below

national p values (percentage correct) in each skill area; and a

4

comparison ofFthe school values to the national norm group on each

skill.

School principals are given a form to .use with their staffs to
stimulate discussion. The information is helpful to schooTs not only
in identifying children who may require further instruction, but also

in determ1ning neeus for materials or program modification.

Step 8: Public Re1ease of Test Scores

A press conference is schedu]ed with a11 local media invited, to

share the district's report of test resu1ts.

/ 183
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Press conferences are planned to coincide with the release of the

“special testing issues of "APS IN ACTION", a pamphiet published by our~

own Public Information Office. Timing is crucial, as competition”is .

keen in the media industry and it is important that the press
conferencevbe:he1d as close to the release of the Sunday newspaper
insert as -possib1§.. Therefore, press conferences are typically
plan eﬁ for Thursday -or Friday, with articles by reporters being
released in the Sunday morning edition. At press conference; all test
scores -are reviewed, with a complete exb1anation of terminology,
technical ‘specifics, and applications to improvement of instruction.
Reparters atfending the press confgrences'are given an early release
copy of "APS IN ACTION", as well as a djstrict“test repdrt and other
peétihent.information. Press conferences are p]anngd with a 30-minute
explanation o%~ the test scores, followed by an open question and

answer session. A panel consisting of the Superintendent of Schools,

" the President of .the Board of Education, the Director of Instructional

Research, Tgsting, and Evaluation, and the District Coordinator of

Testing, answers questions relating to testing, curricu1um,"b1ans for

e B
AR

curricular chaﬁge, explanations reg.: ing why test scores are high or
Tow, techniéal inquiries, and other matters of concgrn.

Reports from the press conferénce afe typically seen 'on local
evening teievision newst_bfoadcasts, heard on var16us radio news

reports, and reported ih the morning and &vening newspaper. in

=

addition, several reporters often request brief interviews with one or

more of the panel members.  These interviews are aired over radio and

television stations,- including- the local PBS station, or quoted in -’

~ newspaper articles. By plannirg the news blitz and releasing the

\
N
\\\
N
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~uinfermationwirkﬁthiss,waysﬁhthespubl1cmjsssinundated,withtjnformationsasis

regarding the testing progranl for one cor two days, followed by the

release of the APS publication on Sunday. "APS IN ACTION" is written

Y

in an easy-to-kead-and—understand interview format for the purpose of
clarifying any misconceptions resulting from the previous‘tw0‘daysL
news articles.

St_gﬁg Fall Workshop

Workshops to aid in understand1ng and applying test data to the
1nstruct1ona1 program are aga1n offered by the D1str1ct Coord1nator of
Testing in August and .September. Tdese workshops are attended by
school administrators and school testing representatives. Informatipn.
covered inc]ddes how to use the test%ngrfepdtt, how to use the item’
analysis, and how to use'the Sample Item Docdment. The Samp]e‘Item
Document is a compilation of sample items which relate to specffic
skills measured dn the test. Teachers are~encouraged to examine the

types of ems wh1ch are eSpec1a11y troublesome to students, and

~ discuss p1ans for future teach1ng strateg1es which will address those

skills, especially those in which students need additional help.
£ - . _
This process works—-I'11 te11 you "how I know it works. By

following these nine steps, our d1strict s\test scores have stead11y'

“increased for the past severa1 years. Youtmay suspect, because,we

have taken such pains to coordinate this effort, that our teachebs may

~be guilty of "teaching the test". ‘This is’ not the case, and we had a

chance to verify that "teaching the test" is not the case, ‘when our
state mandated a brand’hew test two years ago. This new test Qas*kept
secure, with no'copies:avaiTab1e td anj'schoo1-pefsonne1 ih advance of
the testing dates. Other distriqts.gsing this new test, in its first

/
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a-XEEFsEfsPFileEtiPE:st¥?i9311¥MQXP?rie”Céd‘de°1i”i”9 scores.  In APS,

L

our. scores continued to increase, in some cases dramat1ca11y we

believe this is because we are emphas1z1ng the skills measured by the.

.__J\

test and never the test or test items‘themse1ves.
Th1s nine- step process is fo11owed with other major tests, and

always 1nvo1ves Research and Evaluation % members.

i

APS School Liason Plan SN

The APS Schoo1 Liason P1an was deswgned to supp1y eva]uat1on

©

ass1stance as well as to prOV1de test 1nterp| zation to all- schools.
,D1strict Program Eva1uators work with schoo1 principals and faculties
to help them understand. the meaning of test resu1¢s and to apply
results~ to. their‘/OWn day-to-day classroom instruction: Annual
District .Goals 'tend support to these efforts by continuing to
emphasize the inportance of instruction to che'district.L
D1str1ct Program Evaluators are called on frequent]y throughout
the school year with school requests to explain test scores, assist in
conduct1ng climate studies and surveys, conduct needs assessment
act1v1t1es, des1gn ‘and conduct evatuat1on of programs spec1f1crto the

requestingpschobT, or other research or evaluation services.

The  education of children s a highly  complex operation.
Reducing the measure of success or failure of educat1on to - a“*et of

numbers can be not on1y over]y simplistic, but a1so misleading or even

J“»

detrimental to,1mprov1ng instruction. Therefore, great“care must be

—

g1ven to 1nsur1ng that a comprehensive testing plan meets the needs of
a11 participants in the educational pqocess. This‘plan’ must span a11.
' grades, K-12, and must provide necessary and accurate 1nd1v1dua1 and

group ‘information 1n'a11 academic areas. Informat1on must be provided

~— . .
— e A
. BN,

~.
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in a format that is easily pnderstood and easily applied®to day-to-day

<7
Lo

classroom instruction.
Over the years in my work, I've heard a few horror storieg about

testing which make me realize that we have a long way to go in getting

the testing issue under control.

" For example,. a few years ago a testing coordinator in a large

1

district confided that he had discovered that séme students in his'

! «

. district were routinely taking as many as five ‘norm-referenced test
batteries in one year. lln‘SOpe cases, students were repeating the

same ' test ,battery\'as many as five times! This is evidence: of a
seriou§ f1%ck of communi&ation, over-testing, and % waste of
instructional time! In this case, program directors who weré working
“with the various "special" programs .were working- with &nd testing °
students indepéﬁaehtly 6f one another, with no céntral coordination.
In an effort to properly diagnose needs of students, many studeﬁts‘
were losing maﬁy valuable hours of classroom instruction.
Another situation of which I'm aware, and which %s'current1y in
practice in one state as a result of state Tégisfgtive gction,
requires that all students, K-12, be festeqf every year on a

standardized norm-referenced battery of tests. |1 have real problems

with this approach. |

Using one specific test battery for every grade\]eve]'eVery year
cannot help but inf]uencé the distrjct's curriculum in a restrictfve
way. The longer this practice continues, the more closely the
curriculum and the tesf will match, because public pressure to have

high test scores will cause a narrowing of the curriculum to the point

where only those skills- on that specific test are :being taught. I

« - L 193




-~ 183 -

\
i

\ kY
feel this represents an unhealthy control of the local curriculum, and
givgs a great deal of power-to the adthors of any one text.
- In an>quormation Age, when knowledge is exploding, this focus on
aﬁy single test causes a dangerous Eonstrigtion, of the 1local

curriculum, forcing all programs to emphasize only those “basics"

#

represented‘on the test.

Issues of A Comprehensivestesfing Program

A comprehensive testing program will include various type§ of =
a ) . -

testing for various specified needs. /it will be‘deve10pedfwith input

-a

from professjona1s in evaluation, schooT;administration, and ciassroom
teaching. "Ownership” of the ;rogram, developed only through a plan
of involvement ‘of key people in all areas,‘ will occur only{ when
professioﬁa1 staff have participated in the plan.

In tﬁe absence of a sense of “ownership“,hor when administrators
orx teachers do not understand the burposes and applications of
testing, negative attitudes may pecbme a probiem, which will block the
full and appropriate use of the test as well as the test results.

_Administration and teachers must havé a clear understanding‘of
what each test is all about: why it is being given, how it will
benefit classroom instruction, and how it will help the .teacher
understand the student's achievement. Therefore,:the purpose of all

testing must be made clear and must be thoroughly understood by all

users. Teachers and students will only appreciate the benefits of

/

testing if the results and the abp]ication of those results are fully ‘

expiained and made practical to them.

Testing is not a panacea, and does not offer simple answers to

.all our questions.‘ If administrators and teachers do not fully

194
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understand the purposes and applcations of testing, they will be 'prone
to regard such teéting as intrusive, of no benefit, or even an
absolute waste of time.b N ~
Tests for Teacher Evaiuation
Using tests in conjunction with‘herjt pay forrteachers is an idea
which .is sweeping the country, and .ong whichu shqu]dv be examined
carefully. Let's look at the manyrconsiderations of spch a ﬁ]an.

' . Tests are- developed to represent a broad cross-section of
curr{cufh across the nation, although no nation-wide curriculum
ractually éxists.. Tests deve]éped in this fashion may or may not match
'individual district curricu]a;‘ rarely would such a test match a
disfrict‘s curricula in every respect.

The tests which we, in our distfict, are rquired to give, vary
considerably in congruence with curricula, both'by subtest and by
~grade level. For example, the test at the third grade 1evé1 appears
"”fé]’mééEUkéW?aﬁbﬁt”:75%”"6f 'Buf””gtatgd'"math:'tﬁffiéﬁlﬁmj““with a
co%siderab]é amount of our math program not being tested or with

1 ..
several items on\the test which are not a part of our program at that

'

level.
As students get older, the match between the test and the local

¢urricu1um‘bec0mes tess close. At the eighth grade and older levels,
’ ) P

,] i . o . . . . ki
students take elective courses which broaden their experiences even
‘more, but may never be measured on any standardized test.

, Let's assume we wish to determine a teacher's effectiveness by
. _ , :
jusing,students‘ test scores. Llet's -assume we test all students in the

s

; ) : N\ . .
i fall and again in the spring, to determine achievement growth during

Rty

; the;}ear. First of all, we must be absolutely certain that the test
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we-are using does match the.curriculum we are teaching. Aiso,‘we must
look at many important variables, such as: |
1. Were the students present every day7
2. Do ail students have similar previous 1earn1ng rates?
3. Do students. in’'classroom A have the same ab111ty to learn as
those in-c1assroom B?
- 4, How much grnwth is encugh? How much growth should we expect
for teachers to be eligible for additional pay? ‘
5. Are }external variables intruding into the 1earning

environment, such as interruptions by announcements oOr

visitors, school assemblies, construction or other .noisy

activities, student nutrition, and even the time of day the
teaching and testing take place? N |
6; Parent support and e&pectat1on of the schools and of their
| _own child is 1mportant. We frequently f1nd parents who do

, not have the t1me or 1nterest to be 1nvo]ved in the1r ch11d s

educat1on. Many students are required to stay "home and
babysit a younger child when_parents are unable to be -home.
These students who stay home to. help parents are missing
| valuable {nstruétional time. We cannot teach a child who is

not in school. |
These and other c0ns1derat1ons must be addressed before anyone '
can use a test or even a set_ of tests to Jjudge a teacher's
‘effectiveness. When a test becomes too important, or when test
"results are used for inappropniate purposes, district curricula tend
to become limited to only those skills which are covered in the test.

A ma%g?‘under]ying question is: do we as educators want to allow a
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‘test, any test " due to pressures such as merit pay, to drive and

_control what we teach the children in our schoo1s7

Summary -

In summary, a 6ompreﬁensiv& testing ‘ptogram should: be
wé]]-p]apned to span all grades, K-12. A "scope and segquence" of
testing in each academic area, outlining the skills to be measufed at
specific ~ levels, should be. an important part of this plan. A
comprehens1ve test1ng plan will include norm—referenced testing--each
given at spec1f1ca11y pre-determined times | in the student's

educational career, with careful attention to the purpose of the tests

t

Results of all test1ng should be shared with adm1n1strat1on
teaching staff, parents, and those students who in??/gid enough to
understand the1r 1mp11cat1ons (in A]buqugrque we advocate exp1a1n1ng'
test results to students in fifth grade and oldér). °

v ““In an age of accountability, we accept that testirg is here to
stay. As testing becomes more and more a part of our 1ive§, we
recognize a danger that tests may over1y‘affect our lives, and may
even control the academic lives of. our students, very possibly in

inappropriate ways. As professiona] educators, our moral and ethical

responsibility is to be know]édgab]e about the purposes. and - the

‘1limitations of testing, as well as to move into the future cautiously,

examining all ways of making the curriculum appropriate to the 1ives

of our students, who are the future of our nation. ;
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‘Testi~g in the Schools: A Statewide Assessment Perspective

D;1e~Car1son

N o

‘Director, California Asseﬁsm?nt Program .
1 consider it a privi]ege‘to be‘at }he.1983°CSE Summer Conference,
and a specia]Tpr€vi1eée to be able to address you on the implications
of fecent CSE work for state—1evg} policy-léépecia11y 'assessﬁent :
D011§& arld its role in school reform. I a]ways look forward with keen
enthusiasm to. the CSE conferences. Of all the ways which we in
California have prcfited from the work of the Center, it may well be’
-, .that the conferénce§ have had the greatest imbact, or at the least the
most.noticeab1e impact. 1 hope that the smai’ amoug;'of time I'm
going fo spend on these comments will not significanily decrease the
. probability of such a benefit accruing to each of you as well.
My comments will take the form of 21 points--21, not because that
\happens'gs be the product of -the number representing unity multiplied
by the-ndmberffor perfection, or Because it happens to be the sum of
fﬁe s{x types of points I hope to make. Specifically, I will outline,
one implication, th limitations, fhree proverbs, four quegtions,_fivé.%‘
Whereas's, and finally six recommendations. AcﬁUaT1§f“ more

implications are laced in the ﬁo116wing narrative, but since the 1link

“to CSE's study is tenuous at best, I won't associjate the study with®

the guilt of my biases.
‘One Imp)ication

There is on1y\\wui\:?avoidab1é implication: There must be more
| .0

-

d
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statewide assessment! The. data are unequivocal: " if Statewide

assessments account for only three percent of ‘the tota1 testing t1me,

which itself at the e1ementary 1eve1 is only f1ve percent of the

A

available instructional time, then‘ it 'c1ear1y follows that such a.

service must be offered on a grander sca]e. (This is a joke. It is

only a joke. If th1s had been put forth as a rea1 1mp11cat1on, you

" would have not1ced a- rore serious and reasonable pownt of v view

propagated ) Obviously such a f|nd1ng—-percent of t1mew1se——~does not

-give state personne1 a license for unbr1d1ed expans1on1sm, a1though

the observat‘on that growth 1s said to be the only sure sign of 11fe
is not wasted on most bureaucrats. It might suggest, however, that
from the standpoint'of instructional time as a resource, the re1at1ve
jmpact of statewide assessments may be profound and profound1y‘cost—
beneficial--maybe. ‘Obviously there are other costs, including those
reiated "to local control which we will discuss shortly, but this
conference is not the forum for discussing the seemingly infinite
v1rtues of statewide assessment. |
' Two Limitations - - o

CSE has done us great service by providing information about the

prevalence and ecology of testing in American schools; howver, I do

”feeT'ob1igated7to mention ‘two limitations of the study; .since they

pertain to the task of drawing.imp1icat}gns for state policy.

The f1rst is a 11m1tat1on of sc0pe. It was obviously beyond the
ambit of the research to study all the various uses of test results,
although one might have expected such from the title: "Testing in the
Schools: A® Nat]ona1 Prof11e . Other uses, for examp1e, _policy

'\'.\ o .
studies, resource allocation, and public credibility issues are
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1mportan; funct1ons which must pe addressed in any comprehens1ve look ~

at the effects and uses of test1ng and would undoubtedly ‘have provided

L4

more grist for my mill. Actually this is noi 2 limitation oi the

®

study, since 1 believe it 1s an unprofess1ona1 cheap shot to cr1t1c1ze

a study for not address1ng the 1d1osyncrat c interests of a reviewer.

[

/ﬂ. Secondly, even w1th1n the domaﬁn ot teacher and pr1nc1pa1 test

1
’ o

Y
/ uses and as amp11f1ed with field interviews, a survey- is 11m1ted 1n

the types of uses that are aliowed to M;rﬂe.: One might wonder 1f a

study of the actual use of tests might yield quite different results,

i e., a study which draws conc1us1ons from actual observatkons of

decisions being made or study1ng the types of .information . that are
used and how they are combined and interpreted-to inform dec;s1ons. '

The basic problem, - hoﬁéver, is one of 'mismatch between the
detisicn-makers and the levels and types of deéisions they make on the

one‘hand, and the types of tests and information supplied by tests, on

the other hand.. To overstate the case, one could ask, "Why ask

a

" teachers what they think of various tests or why or how they, use

them? Who cares?" 1 submit that tradition (the democracy of the

5 . . .
dead) has led us to believe that it is useful to .ask teachers these

types of questions--questions which are tantamount to asking

carpenters. how useful hammers are relative to saws or p1umb1ine5, or

11ke asking pilots what types of information they use 1n making

cr1t1ca1 in-flight dec1s1ons——espec1a11y when ‘that 1nformat1on ranges

'in specificity and logical spatial-temporal re1at10nsh1p to the tasks

at hand from such “information as a1t1tude and d1rect1on to overall
policy re1evant information such as frequency ‘of air crashes with

similar craft.
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My po1nt s1mp1y is that teachers are interested in process more
than goa1s or outcomes and in immediate feedback to gu1de their
"1n-f11ght“ decisions. We should not expect test data to be- revered

by classroom teachers, and we must goard against the temptation to

givé- undue wéight,fto their comments about the - value of ltest"

S~ - . '.. . ) . M * - ° . . -
information in" the overall process of improving instructional

- ¢

programs. : - -
Three Proverbs
f;The three proverbs (actua11y.'two a%horisms end a poem) arg
obvioos]y fii1er material, inert ingredients meant to make the. other
thoughts palatable. Nevertheless, for ths sakevof symmetry herewith:”

1. MWriting free verse is 1ike playing tennis with the net down.

S

(Emerson) )
2. To lose one parent could be considered a tragedy--1osing both
begins to 1ook 1igercane1es5ness. (Wilde) ~ v
3. The shortest poem on thé history of microbes:o
Adem | ~
had 'em.
Ifm.sure there is a re1ationship of the above to.the CSE study,
but it is probaﬁ1y'best left to the readet to ﬁiv{ne or'to safe1y

. 9
ignore.,

F -

‘ﬂQ;/ Four Questions of the Naked Emoeror, or. )
Four Profane Thoughts About A Sacred Cow
In any discussion of the usefulness of test results to improve
instruction, a central theme is that of the match between the intents
of the instructiona1 program and the content focus of the test‘

instrument. This is often an issue because of “the high value we p1ace

o
vl
ot




‘%utcomes. The question is:~"Does one dare question the virtues of
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upon variation and diversity in instructional programs and on the
- A

autonomy of those responsible for instruction in selecting appropriate

unlimited variation or un]imited treedom to select learning objectives

_according tozthe,perceived needs of the learner or the preferences and

‘predilections of the educator?’

In California over the last ten years, the Serrano argument for
. \\
equa] fund1ng has posed the quest1on,’ “Why should two students be

offered education programs of substantially different 1evels “of

: quality, based on differentffﬁnding levels, strictly because. of an

accident of. b1rth - their ‘residence in different school

districts?" For many 1nput and pchess var1ab1es,_m1n1mum quality

|

standards are agreed‘upon :teachers:must have a certain amount of

training; a certa1n amount of Sp ce must, be awa1]ab]e or all

'students, textbooks must meet certa1n cr1ter1a, ‘class s1zes must not

be allowed to go a?oVe certain levels. prever, when it comes to the

actua] 1ntent1ons'of 1nstruct1on, variability 1s ‘the norm--indeed, it

l ¥

~is th~ value. One doesn t hear the Serrano argument for curr1cu1tmj

etd

parity. But the quest1on could be - ra1sed "Why . shou]d _two student

living in d1fferent d1str1cts or attend1nq d1fferent schoo]s or hav1ng
/

'two d1fferent/ teachers in the same schoo1\ study fundamenta11y '

/

6 d1fferent top1cs and have cons1derab1yad1fferent 1evels of Opportun1ty

to- 1earn a g1ven sk111 or concept’“ o . . o 5

SR
. What are the assumpt1ons underlying th1s se]dom -questioned state.

.of affa1rs? T wou]d 11ke to br1ef1y ra1se the ug]y specter of three

quest1onab1e assumpt1ons and end this sect1ng with an observat1on.

- Is 1t assumed that) the spec1f1c goé]s and obJectives~ of an
) / \

o
Ve
o
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instructional program are not rea11y'important-in and'of themselves?

4

Perhaps it doesn’'t matter exact1y what is stud1ed and learned as 10ng

as someth1ng is 1earned. - Is this a man1festat|on of a latter-day °

menta1 d1sc.pa1ne, or of a wholehearted belief 1n the centra11ty of
1earn1ng how to 1earn, or how to think? Perhaps 1t is an act of fa1th
in the ab111ty of the human mind, if you'll, pardon the expression, to
sort out and transform the little knowlfdges, understandxngs, and.
skills into a truly mean1ngfu1 whole 1ncorporat1ng the basic eterna]
truths, regardless of the specific focus of a given instructional
program. : N ’; s

Perhaps the assumption 1s that schoo1s ex1st pr1mar11y for

I
'

educators. Is it the 1na11enab1e rlght of teachers and school

:adm1nistrators to deC1de what the ‘young, in their schoo1 are to

I

learn? = If so, does th1s idea rest on’ the unstated assumpt1onﬂthat
teachers should not have to teach subJect matter which they cons1der

un1mportanc or with wh1ch they fee1 uncomfortab]e7 Or is-it because

Lw
we be11eve that if teachers do not fee1 comfortab:e with or are not

!

we11 trained in a given f1e1d they should not confuse the students
with- poor1y presented 1nformat1on and poorly ‘monitored pract1ce,

reinforcement, and assessment." Teachers groups Afrequent1y mention

the need for a greater ro1e for teachers in curr1cu1um deve1opment
however, over - the years, teachers have made virtually all the

1mportant dec1510ns about what their students learn.

¥

A third general assumpt1on could be that 1oca1 cortrol is

. 4 e
everything: reg1ona1msm 1s paramount. This assumpt10n ijmniies, of .

course, that we do not_ live" in ‘an era ,bf mass- media, instant
4 : / \ . . .

Y .communication, high speed transportation, and that we are not members
: p nsp ] 1D
) ’ / ' ’ -

I
/
/
/
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of a g]oba11y 1nterdependent community.’ It'assumes that citizenship
skills and att1tudes are substant1a11y different in different areas of
‘the state .and country, and that a student_,grow1ng up in a given:

W

communify has a greater than chance probabi]ity of‘reaching adul thood
in that locale. | g |

P1na11y, 1t is a se1f dece1v1ng value on var1ab111ty that we ho]d
anyway, s1nce the .heavy reliance upon textbooks, the relative
un1form1tjx among tentbooks, and the" dom1nance - of re1ative1y few
textbooks 1n a g1ven content field means that de facto, we have a
relatively un1form curr1Cu1um. The tragedy is not that it is un1form,
the tragedy is that 1t comes about w1thout benef1t of democrat1c
dialogue, w1despread 1nput5 _and accepted consensus fonn1ng
procedures. - The- un1form1t3 tems from’ the preferences of textbook,
authors as_ they str1ve to please ‘ed1tors who hope that they havef
acCurate1y perceived the latest fads and trends of the marketp]ace.
The f1na1 act of the tragedy is that test pub11shersa in some measure,
_ focus the1r tests on the content of the 1nstruct1ona1 mater1a1s._

]

No, I do not believe that we neEd a 1ock stEp standard1zed

vuniform,‘ centra11y promu1gated curr1cu1um, comp1ete w1th federa]
'!

-1n5pectors, but I' did f1nd it amus1ng to purSue ‘these 1nterest1ng

A

strawmen (or maybe not comp1ete1y strawmen.*) MorebVer, it is useful

.\‘ B

o .
<]

*Is 1t encouraging to note that most of the recent nat1ona1 studies of
quality and reform of American education call”for more assurance that
courses with the same name share a certain commona11ty of -content
emphases?

. . 2
i S . .
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N
!

to occasionally examine the hatu}elof our educatjonaTﬁvaTOég. (I have

skirted the real reasons that we value diversity, but the purpose of

these comments is to soften ybur'thinking to mo;é readily accept some
of the principles in the next section;) | .

Five Whereases ’

The five‘whereéses aré fOundEtionaT to Ehe Six rédommendétiOns to

follow. The fiVe whereases are articles of faith’which_l-hOpe you are‘

willing to grant me in order to be able to present the

recommendations.

WHEREAS THE CRISIS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION IS REAL. The crisis is, of

course, not oniy one of intellectual dimensions, but we will focus® on
‘that aspect for this Tine of reasoning.
N X
é? ) ° i .V‘ 3 )
+ .
WHEREAS A SET OF COMMON CORE SKILLS AND UNDERSTANOINGS EXISTS WHICH
IS ESSENTIAL FOR ALL STUDENTS TO LEARN TO FUNCTON IN AND CONTRIBUTE T0

A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY. Obviously, there are other skills, know1edges
ks ~

«

and competencies which are unique to a Tocale and to specific sfhdents
and subculturés. . , ' ! ". .
r 4

WHEREAS INFORMATION ABOUT THE \LEVEL OF COMPETENCY OF. STUDENTS AT
VARIQUS POINTS ON THEIR PATH TO EXCELLENCE IS USEFUL IN HELPING US
EVALUATE AND IMPROVE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM§;\\;

WHEREAS TESTS AND SIMILAR DEVICES ARE ONE IMPORT‘NT;§OURCE OF.THAT
INFORMATION.  They’ are nOt £he only source of this infO;rﬁEt*iorL, and

for some goals are-defini;eTy not the best source. To paraphrase’

3
f

AN
» ' Q"
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E.E.\Cummings, “As long as we have 1ips and voices,.lips to kiss with
and voices to sfng with, who cares if some one;eyed son-of-a-bitch
comes along and invents an ;nstrument to measure spring with." Recent
floods on the Co]orado River, however, indicate the‘ya1ue of measuring
and monitoring some aspects of nature, even of springtime.

The ﬁommittee on Abi1ity Testing discusses the‘ alleged

_ambivalence with which tests have come to be viewed in our .society.

People are,a1ieged1y skeptica1 about.the quality and usefulness of
achievement tests, and~simu1taneous13'skeptica1 of the quality of our
schoels, basing_ thfs skepticism, at least part1a11y,' uponA evidehce
from those achieuement tests. 1 think iticou1d be argued, however,

that it is not a case of.ambivalence, but a‘confiict of views held by

‘different groups. 1 see one group, primari1y educators, skeptical of

tests; another group, primarily non- educators, skept1ca1 of schools;

and a th1rd grouo the professional cr1t1cs, skeptical of both.

WHEREAS TESTS NEED TO BE MATCHED IN LEVEL AND SPECIFICITY TO 'THE
DECISIONS THEY ARE DESIGNED TO INFORM. It se&ms almost too obvious to
be necessary to mention that theﬁ1eve1 and specificity of the tasks

which tests are des1gned to afsess and the degree to which the

. information they prov1de can serve as an 1nd1cat1on of performance on

other tasks ar genera1 cognitive skills, mhst be different for .tests
. A
w1th different purposes. ;

. o /
F1na11y//we have reached the six recommendat1ons or implications.

Six Recommendat1ons :

-

Recommendation 1: Junior high educat1on must not be 1gnored

1 think it is mildly sign1f1cant that the CSE study focused on
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upper elementary and high school. I think it was a wise decision to
do so, yet it is‘indicative of a,generai trend to ignore junior highs
because of our generai 1ongustanding ambivaience.about junior high
school programs. Nevertheless, any serious attempt to improve
American high schools must deal with the Jjunior high 15%3? less

obliquely.

Recommendation 2: Broader testing focus.

i

The focus of achievement testing in America must be broadened
beyond the basic skills to include other content areas, such as
sc1ence and social studies. ’Consistent with this broader focus would
be more 1ntentiona1 effort to focus on the “higher level" - problem
soiv1ng and cr1t1ca1 “thinking skills central to a real understanding
of the nature of these f1e1ds of knowiedge. Such a move, Wh1Ch of
course, i5 happening, will not on1y right the imbalance 1in the
curriculum and the ways in which ‘the tests have been driving the
curriculum but, 1n fact, will allow a ;reater opportunity for students
te better deveiop their "basic skills" by u51ng them in the content

fieids. Task structure analysis, information processing, and other

tools of cognitive science will be especially useful in mapping out

the relationship between -instruction and assessment in the area of
- i .

thinking in the content areas.

Recommendation 3: More vertical integration.

We must .get on with thevtask.of designing 1inkages among Tocal,
state, and national (andiinternationai) levels of assessment,“ The
National Committee on Excellence called for -a nationai (but not
federal) testing program with specitic purposes. The advantages in
makind compariﬁons with truly representdtive up-to-date norms and the

A

207
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power and flexibility made available by calibrated gpem\banks are only
two ?easons why this is imperative. It is a realizable dfeam; Many
of us are, of course, p1eased with the expressed intentions of ETS in
jts winning NAEP proposa] to push back the frontiers in this part of

the assessment w11derness.

Recommendation 4: Speedier applications of technology.
We need to get on with the ‘clear ageﬁda of refining and
exploiting the power of technology to solve vexing £esting problems.
A_AﬁV\MA_Tai1ored testing, for example, and all it represents, is at ouf
'“ddefstep. This is not to say that the problems, and therefore the
solutions, lie sol&ly in thé realms of hardware, software, and
psychometric methodology. In this area of adaptive testing, for
example, Bob.NOOd-points out that we need to study the differential

effects on student motivation when.presenfed tasks only at optimal

difficulty levels.

Recormmendation 5: Dual Foci--A call for greater attention to critical

distinctions and purposes of tests.

There are several distinctions which need to be fastidiously

observed -in the design and use of achievement tests to 1improve

o

1nstruct1on. ‘fThe first of these pertains to the. trad1t1ona1

o

individual-group d1chotomy. Histdrieb11y, our thinking has ‘fixated on f

aggregation as the key variable; group results were merely the sum off
v
individua] scores and, therefore, probab1y less useful than the/

" results for individual students. The point is made here that group

results should be thought of as important data in. their own right wﬁéh
. ’ v ]
unique purposes, not bound to their traditional origin as the sum of

individual scores. One might guess that this is a poorly disguised
. o

~-z;;i 23(163
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7 N
£

pifch for the virtues oé matrix sampling--and one might be right.

There is a second distinction which is mentioned at the risk of
falling into Benth1ey'srpostu1ate that people in the world are divided
into two groups: those who d{sidelthings into halves and those who
don't. This dist%nction'focuses upon the object of—eur interest in
the assessment process, that is, either the skill of the person or the
-skill of the pefsoe. Obviously, any piece of assessment data is the
result of a person interacting with"a‘;ask‘requi?emenf.' But one can
focus on either' the person or the skf11. It is argued that the
optimal use of test results in the improvement of instructioﬁ comes
about only with attention to these'distnctions both in the des{gn of
assessment instruments and in their interpretation. |

The implications of the juxtaposition of these two distinctions

are important. The matrix of items by persons (see Figure 1)

i1lustrates both distinctions and the payoff for assessment—-and ‘

therefore for dinstruction. This matrix display shows that our

traditional interest has been in (a) the overall score generated in
: less time and with greater reliability for a group of students and in
(b) the use of group subscores to better detect the differential
impact of various insyructiOﬁal programs, the originai raison d'etre
for matrix sampling. It is, however, possible with the use of new

flexible, and powerful . parameter estimation: techniques to provide

—e—

person scores summing across items inﬂependent of or af least
intentionally coordinated with the development of estimates for the
group as a whole, also illustrated in Figure 1. This,f;ee of design,
given the general Tlabel "duplex designs” py Boek,' represents the

current direction of the California Assessment Program. It allows for

209

B
TR,
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the traditional array of multiple subscores for groups whicﬁ school
personnel _have come to expect for curriculum and program evaluation,
“while sti]] providing reliable student level scorés for monitoring,
" selection, placement, and motivational purposes. Each student will™
take 'oﬁe‘ nf several parallel forms composed of calibrated iteﬁs
repfesenting all concepts and skills.” The equatiné\of the'forms,'
based on common skills and item response calibrating (done at the
level of egch skill cluster--each row -1n Figure 1) allows for
comparable student scores; the use of differentxforms wigh different
items a11gws for specific skill area reporting for groups./ The'phfase
"diagnpstié\information" could only be applied to the type of multiple
subscére_ in>brmation at‘ the group level; detailed information for
" individual students wou]d' require additional testing--testing that
obviously should be related to both the specific inspructiona] program
the student has been following and the option§vth5£ are available to
her or him in the future. The;powerﬂand éfficienQy of this dual
approach remain to be demonstrateq, bUfﬂwou1& seemvto be inevitable.

Recommendation 6: Deve]opment/é? content referenced reportihg systems.

This history /gfx/ﬁieas, proposals and attémpts to develop a
r;ontent"refefgncéa/ reportfng system goas back at least to Reverend
Georgg/Fiéﬁ;r, principal of Greenwich Hospital School circa 1864. He

lﬁde§E;ibe§ a "scale book" “hici -rovided examples of works of different
: leveis of attainment and which could be used as a fixed standard
agaihst which to éompare the worl. of individua] pupils. writings'by
Thurstone reveal a similar desire for a system which allows

N interpretétion of test performance.in terms of tasks which typify the

AN : \ .
\\ifi11s and capabilities of students at given _score

210
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. Figure 1

N

Illustration of a Duplex Testing Design for Mathematics

Students (Test Forms)
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levels._ More recently and directly, the writings of Ebel in 1962 and

Glaser in.1963 call for what Darrell Bock has labeled LOCD, a
linear-ordered-content-domain conception of performance. It  is

important to note that Glaser's seminal article - which spawned ~

' cr1ter1on -referenced test1ng 20 years ago outined this linear idea.

"G]aser put ‘it so clearly one wonders how it got lost or ignored.

Under]y1ng _the concept - of _ ach1evement

‘measurement is the notion of a continuum of

kribwl edge acquisition ranging from no

proficency at all to perfect perfirmance. An

jndividual's achievement level falls at some

poinf on this continuum as indicated by the

behaviors Lhe disp1ay$ during testing...The

standard aga1nst yh1ch a student's performance

is conparOd when‘neasured in this manner is the

behavior which defines each point along the
iachievement continuunm. | N

Figures 2, 3 and 4 show how reading, . writing, and mathematics

performance cou1d be displayed, w1th the assistance of 1tem response

methodo]ogy. It is obvious that the essence of criterion- referenced
test1ng, that 1is, emphasis on skills rather than normative

compqiisons,_is adequately fulfilled with this_dpproach: Furthermore,
. /‘ N v

it is\ consistent with- rea1ity, that is; that achievemen* is best

represented as a continuous variable whereby the practice of
' e . /
identif}@ng cut points represents an attempt - to settle jon- an

acceptable level of performance along. a continuum. 'However, the

standard setting processtnow openly admits .of benefiting from

o

12
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information on the types of performance that characteri 76 students at
various score points and the proportion of students who reach each
point. The unsustainab1eldistinction between CRT and NRT approaches
is erased and the information rneeds of proponents of ‘both are
sat1sf1ed - , <\\\“ A .
T It s argued that this type of reporting would assist and add
tfed1b111ty to test results in the eyes of the public, s1nce it would
" be possible for them to more easily ‘attach meaning to a given
numerical performénce, ahd would also assist curriculum developers and
1instrQQtiona1 design specta1i§ts in that it shows the general sequence
of difficulty of skills. MNot that learning is linear, sequential, and
uniform, but curricular dec1s1ons and instructional des1gn decisions
can be 1n-ormed in the process of determ1n1ng why some tasks are more’
difficult than others, what role complexity plays, and what sk111s and
knowledge structures fuﬁction as propaedeutics to. others in the

learning hierarchy. ’

213
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‘scale
Score

100

1490

180

260

300
S

320

240

360

380

400

"

John.Doe 4

'Find LCM and GCP

.

. -~
Recail busic facts
Recobni:ﬁ Hﬁmes of numbets
'Reccgnxz; place valus

'

Add whole nurbero °

. »
-

Multiply Whole numbers

Reccgniza even and odd numbera
i

¢

N

. .
Identify tr]ctionu

: , 3
| .

Find linear measures

Word problems in place value

Add/*“btract decimals

Divide whole numbers

Word préblems in one atep

205

GRADE 8

Geometrxc relitaonahips

{

.

Solve sxmple_;inear equation

[N
Word problems xnvolvxng tvo- or
mote 'steps

N

o

F o
Compute area, volunme

.

v S

Find probability

o

a.

o

217
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N

‘Sample Question
10 - 6 =
702 is read ass

In 6245, the number
2 is in what place?

188
+ 307

217
x 7

21, 23, 28, 30, 40
How many numbers are
even numbera?

Which figure {is 1/3
shaded?

How far‘is.iit around
the f£igure? ..

Paul counted paper
clips by hundreds,
and ones.
There were 205 clips »
in ail. How many
tens did he have?
i B .o
728
= 6.83
37VTIEL , '
'
Leah hiked 2.5 kilo~
meters sach hour. How
long will it take her
to hike 10 kilometers?
AR N
thch two fxga:ez
. are congruent?

AAVB

what is the leant
comnon multiple
(LCH) of 24 and 62 b

- « o
I x+ 211 x = ?

Greg needs 100

points to get extra
credits .in cxasa.

He received 15, 25,

30, and. 16 points .
for the projects he

hag already completed,
Hov many more points
does he need?

. What is“the volume

of a box of the
measures shown?

y
1

Al
e

2cm

6cnm .
e "

A bag containn 2 red
2nd 3 blue marbles..
what is the probabxl-
ity of plcking a .
blue marble without
lookxng into the bag.
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Help! We Need You Now.
Car] Sewell .

~ Superintendent, Community School District 17 :

2

New York City Schools 8

1 have\\een overwhe1med here with the quality of th0u§ht that has

been given to the issues of test1ng and m1crocomputer techno]ogy, and

I'm impressed. My ‘role is as buyer/user of the_produdxs and processes

<

that result from exhgus;ive inspections under all kinds of SCientiffc
rocks.. ithough 1 -do nof belittle such investigations,' as a
practitioner I need answers,ggy, A1 1 can.see‘are proelems that need
reso]utioh:' budqef balances, $1.3 million - projected deficits,
ove%crowded‘c1assrooms, dehaﬁds fof more reduction of,personneT,\etc.‘

Theie aee” reé1 and unromant1c kinds of problems, but we -
pract1t1oners need some answers not on1y Yo those kinds of questions,’
but to the prob1em of how to make whatever is happening in the
c1assroom work better. By the t1me we get Lthe issues of this

&)

conference comp]etely figured outkjwe may not even be in business
anymore. It is just tﬁat serious. -

One speaker pointed out that the reason we have,'min%mum l
competency test{ng‘ and related eva]uatiens and".assessmentsl is -the

erosion of public confidence in the public schop1 system. It's not

only an erosion of confidence in ‘public school systems, it's an

erosion of confjdenee in almost all- public §ectqr service areas, and
the4/‘ is growing concerh about ou} public schools' ability to

dé11ver--does the educational 1nfrastructure work anymore7

”

1 see technology through the eyes of one who. needs some tools

2]
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that will help me not only survive but begin to run at the head of'the
pack again. So I look at this whole issue of technology and testing
in terms of, "Am 1 at the door of a fad agajn?" I ask myéelf the

question, is this going to be another teaching fad that is going to

constrain me even more? There's already a lack of confidence in my -

abtlity as an educator to respond to the informdtion needs of society
and the individuals within it. br is this a whoie pew doorway that'g
going to give me and my colleagues the real ?reedoﬁ that we need to
teach? '1 prefer obv1ous1y, tu think of it as the latter.

Since we're drown1ng out there, then, 1 need to concentrate ‘and

1imit my- comments to what I perceive as priority issues for action.

I took a careful look at all of the issues  that were presented here

about teachiné and testing aﬁd what the teacher need. There are

‘several 1ssues that T began\to summarize- and .then noted that they

pointed very, very ‘much at the present techno1ogy as a potential
source for ‘resolution. There's been a lot of:eommentary ﬁade about
“don't rush tha&, got tqlbe careful about what we're doing, let's
take a close look at some oﬁ these things.“‘ But I need sometﬁing out

Pl

there now. The companies that are producing materi&ls and sbftware

fpt CAI-- you're right, théy. don't know, pedagogically, what they're”

doing, they rea11y'donft. I've had more conferences where people, the

Lsa]espeOple, get up afterwards and say to me, scratching their heads,

f“Hey, that's a pretty good idea. I gotta go back and falk to the folks

-

about that one, yeah."
I'm tired of being a consultant. I'm sﬁbposed'to, again, be a
buyer/user. We've said mnay things about the.role of the teacher in

the testing process. . We said that the teacher should _be the majar

(A - 218
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consumer of the results of testing :assessmenf./ ‘Véry good point.
Because it's gotten so far away.from that, that tgé téacher now is the
one that's more or less 1eanin§ against the‘wa11,'watching th; whole
aheﬂa of other actors utilize testing for things that have relatively
1ittle to do with the quality of interaction between thé teacher and
the’chi1d;"yet grossly affect whethér or‘noﬁ)the tedcher's even going
to be there: for examp1e; cutting 49 teéchers. from the Staff, or
whether or not that teacher is going to have the capability to assist
that child. |

There is a need to make testing a relevant tool for  the

“iimpvovement of instruction, as opposed to just gross questions of,

"Where a}é we? What's our benchmark as compared to other mass
groups?" |

There 1is a need to place the testing process under greater
control of the teacher, the classroom teacher, as a tool, as a proéeés
to upgrade the instruction. Again, I'm trying; to point at this
technology. ‘

There;s a need to make greater use of test results in the
formulation not just of the instructional program but of thé'day.to
day, mundane, hour to hour, minute to minute act of teaching. ahd
learning. There's a need to tie the process to the curriculum and the
instructional process that implements it. ‘

Now, we've thrown a few concepts around: ;extbﬁoks driving the
curricuium, tests driving the cufricu]um. I don'f see it that way at
a]i, and 1 see a way to constantly make the curricu]um free. And it
seems simpie tb me. | |

I ‘think in terms ofg,‘mhat is it E?QF_I want the Tlearner to
ST,y B - P2l » ,
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learn. ™ 1 think about objectives. Why am I doing this? And in’
response to that, I formulate goa1s. 1 form the goals into objeqtives
and that's what determines what is in the cdntent of the curriculum
and what I want to put into that instructinal process."

whaf 1 think_I really have to worry about is who's formulating
the consensus. _Awﬁo's involved in the consensus that this is the
learning goal or objective? We have pushed the teachers out of it. 1
think what we have to do is bring them intalthat consensus and then
make sure that the learning objectives are refiective of what that
consensus says we need, and that that's the driving force. .The test
shouﬁd be just a Eggl of the instructional process and inSteadbit is
becoming the master of it. The same thing is true of the textbook.
I think we've built some false monsters that we perceive to pe,gb real
that we are reluctant to reach out, to kﬁock theﬁ oJér and deal with
" them. |

-Teéting is a part of the teacher's assessment technique;; Me
need to enhance other modes of assessment as well as testing. These
two concepts: assessment, testihg; 1 view it in the 'f0110wing

‘

context-+I think someone‘a1réady mentioned it being an overall notion
of-"Am I doing what 1 think i'm déing“, and the test is a piece of
fh;t. It's just one of fhe ways. And I think we have to bring it
back into its proper context, we must use this téchno1ogy to help
teachers develop and enhance some bther means of assessment és'we11 as -

testing.

-~

P

2

Teachers need technica] assistance and more knowledge about the:
preparation of what are termed internal tesfs.or teacher-made tests.

‘With the»technOTOgy related to authoring\sys;éms and the estab]ishmént‘;

o . sEo 2l o
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of item banks, and the ‘very sophisticated statistical methods of
developing items,'it would seem to me that we are ready to bring this
to the teacher along with technological delivery systems that will
allow them to qualitatively enhance what they're doiné.“ It's almost
as though we're waiting and waiting and waiting and are so reluctant-
to jump into the waters of real world p;ob1em solving, while
practioners are dying out there. |

Teachers dea1 w1th enormous amounts of grunt work (paperdust1ng)
and to-me the grunt work is one of the biggest reasons why teachers
don't develop very sophisticated monitoring éyﬁtems fer what they're
doing. If you take & look at some of the paper and pencil monitoring
systems that we've forced upon classroom teachers, as a result of the
requirements of Title I, now Chapter I, you can ea511y understand
téacher_reaction:‘"l'd rather just do pupil assessment by my gut semse
of 'Is this right?' or 'Is that'going to be acceptab]e?{“

1 seeftnis'techno1ogy with a tremenQOus capabi1ity just to take
the grunt work out of instructional support processes. \And that's one
of the best ways to get the teacher; involved in it, and to get
adm1n1strators 1nvo1ved in 1t, especially when they realize "Now I can

take a closer 1ook at what I' m rea11y doing." 1 see the technology as

forcing the teachers to take a closer look at the quality and results

of their teaching strategies and processes.'

3 In spite of all of the psycho]ogy and the knowledge that's'
existent, it's not used to the degreé needed on a-day-to-day basis in
the classroom, not from what I've seen happening there. _However, when -
teachers realize thet the cohputer is a system for monitoring

1nstruct1on and a prescr1ber'of what instruction should appropriately
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follow given feedback information, they're going to look a lot closer
at the qua]ity of the teaching-learning act.

But again, we've got to push ourselves into the water of deClSIOH

making. We need to get'1n there and“do it whether it's perfect or
not.. The teacher needs immediate feedback from the testing or
assessment activity if it's <to have maximal impact on the
instructional strategy decisions made by the teacher. The present
techno]ogy can provide it, if we use it. fhere are some systems that
have been created, by no means superSOph1st1cated but they do he1p,
and we do need some help in putting them together and upgrad1ng them.
Let me Jjust quick1y&cover a couple of other things. Teachers
need a ¢greater capacity to more comp1ete1y (meaning in a more
r'fihe;grained wag) and more accurately communicate pupil pregress to
pupils themse1ves; to . parents, - to qther teachers, and to
admihistrators and to the public at large. And\they need to be able
to do ti. - on am 1nd1v1dua1 pupil basis,T or in varying types of
| aggregates. Present computer techno]ogy has the potential to
facilitate this. Right now jt's coming in the opposite way: someone
on the outside starts with large aggregates,'and then describes from
those big aggregates, without the teacher, what's. going on and the
value of what's going on. 1 would prefer to see it starting the other
way, giving the teacher the inherent control of the process. The
technology will’ a11ow that fine grained look, and the bui1d1ng of -more
acehrate response in terms of “what am I doing and what's the value of
it o _

Testing a1so can serve the superv1sor, which is something that

hasn't been said here -at all. Test1ng and the integration of the

i




_someone who could put together a program_that would.

sti11,very~shaky.
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technology with its processing is a great tool for the manager. I've

had thggﬁxgerience over thé last two years of looking around for

allow me to_take

samples on indicator skills during the year, so that 1 could then
disaggregate that data from an individual and start aggregating it

into classroems in a given school, on a given grade, and begin to

cnmpare progress while sitting at my desk. 1 found a system that

actually does it!

It wasn't as it was described to .me by some of our co11ed§ues.

They told me I needed a massive mainfranie, needed to spend thousands

and thousands of dollars if 1 wanted to do this. I found that
m1n1computers are an appropriate a1ternat1ve. 1 also found after 1
added all the costs (maintenance, ‘replacement, etc.}, that over a
three-year period .this system wou1n cost about $125,000. 1 always
th1nk of money in terms of "how many teachers ijs that?" It boils down
to the cost of about three teachers, yet I can aid a who1e school
system.

f

. ' |
Few are considering using this system as a tool for the person

_that has the responsibility of operating the total . district

instructiona] system. . We need some help! Teachers need’ more”

information on how to ut111ze test resu1ts, as it's been conmented

uqon here, for clinical dec1s1ons, 1nstruct1ona1 decisions. Even once

\

they get the test .data on how a k1d did at a part1cu1ar po1nt it's
In other words, I'm saying to you, this has to reallybe broken
down. I'm not talking down about teachers, but what I'm saying is

that test results have to be broken down to "so what does th1s have to

cEwo 0 kR4
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do with the way I design my lesson plan for tomorrow." If it's not at
that level, then it's not going to be used.

- - .
1 made this comment, but I1'11 say it again. There is_a need_to._ __

insure that learning objectives drive curriculum and inétruction, not
textboogs, or publishers, or tests, and that; the teachers are an
integral part of the consensus that determines these learning
,cbjectiVe§, It seems to me, then, that the microcomputer technology
that we have available to us, if we consider the issues “that i've
raised,.can capture a great deal of the findings of the CSE report and
can begin'to come up‘with some deliverable products. |
The pieces are out there; let me cite a couple. For the past
~ year and a half, we've been utilizing some systems in our school
district of about 25,000 kids, serving a community éf'about 98% black,
but not Afro-American---Afro-Caribbean,,HiSpﬁnic, some otherg: We've
been }ook1ng for software systems to give the teachers a handle on the
1nstruct1ona1 process, to ra1se them out of the morass of Fpaperwork
and grunt work that they have to experience on a day-tc-day basis,
that really resemb1es.a wall between them and the kid.
we‘hébe 1ooked at several systems. For example, Prescribtion
Learninz is an DQtfit that has put together a system that has the
following kinds of components. It'hés a test built into the software,
paékage‘for diagnostic purposes. Itﬂhasﬂ¥hehcapabi11ty of cataloguing
all of the materials for learning in the Jab, all of the "printware".
It has a 1imi ted capability to add’ in the district or the local

. -schigols’ supp1TE§ of varying printware. It then, based on the test,

both the diagnostic test and,the test that might be tefmina] after a

A
e
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given unit of instruction, examines the child's response and produces

an instructional prescription. CTinica1 decision-making? A

prescriﬁtion. "Prescriptuon“ boils down to, here s tha objective that
you're trying to teach. The kid d1d from 0 'to 100 ogl it, and
dependent'upon that response, here's what you have in your bank to go
back and work on with that child.

Now, <hat's one level of sophistication. What 1 need is
something that will do the following: 1 need spmething that haé a
whole series of diagnostic tests within 1t poss1b1y something that
banks a series of diagnostic tests at vary1ng Tevels going up and
down, in difficulty, and going across in 1eve1s within that particu1ar
skill attainment. 1 also need built into this a type of authoring
system that would allow ,me,f‘é§/ja teacher, . to construct those
diagnostic tésts_and those unit terminal testé. I need something that
wfj] allow me to put in all of my material, not what the pub1ishing~
company wants te sell me. I need to be able to either use the

computer directly, in terms of the child interacting for subsequent

'instruction or testing, or not use that and simply go out of the lab

where the mach1ne is and take it over to Ms. Williams's class and say,
"Ms. wﬂhamsL here are the prescript1ons for your .children. Go- for
it." 1 also neea, within this system, something that allows me to
enter data without fiddling around with the keybbard or scanning
devices. What 1 need isffhe capability to go from a tape right_jnto
that machine and out again. I need a machine that allows me, and it's

not so much the machine, but I need the interface p1eces that allow me

to interface that micro w1th a mini or a mainframe. T understand that .

stuff exists. 1 need the stuff now, not way down the road.

L 228 e
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1 also need, when I put this lab to;::;;:Tche ability tc use

these machines instructionally because, you see, I don't have'a lot of

-.money-~—I-can-maybe--onlybuy.about..15_to 20 of these machines, and 1l

need the ability to be able to use them on a one to one basis with
pupils, and 1 also need to network these machines. I don't have
enough money to buy four or five disk drives and a Winchester hard

disk or something 1ike a Corvus system, I can't afford that level of

hardware. So I need an econohica] networking system as well. I have

a lot of needs. ‘

Just a few more. It's really hard to schedule a secondary school -

so that you can deal with the fact that Johnny is real sharp in math

-but he's weak in social studies, and that he's really sharp in écience

but he's not too good in art.. In other words, I neg% to be able to

1}

individually schedule that child. That's a hell o7 a job with paper

-and pencil, but with a microcomputer it's a snap. I need a system

that will allow me to de that.

I need one that will allow me to keep track of all these kids,

too, and commuﬁicate. ~ Me talked about information systems and

information'faci]itation,fdommunicating. I need this thing to help me

communicate- the attendance, because if the chi1d isn't sitting in the

" seat, I don't- care what kind ofhi}struction you have, it doesn't *do

any good. So, I need to communicate with the parents also. I need %:

integrate some systems here. '

There's a need for word processing integration at tiis point. I-

ﬁeed to establish data'basés, not on]y'eﬁfab1ish the: as records, but

. ) o . ~3 .
now. What we do is put stuff on it, we take it, and after we fill it

LSS pwp

1 need to be able to use them. _We dbn‘t'rea11y e cumulative records:
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up then we move it to the next school and they do the same thing.s He

don t use the data. I want to use it t% benefit the child.

Patchaug, Long Island. I sat down at this term1n§1. I said, "Th1s
thing's supposed to be real sharp.”  The gﬁyt/says, “Ye?h, it's
dynamite. It has an attendance package." It's 11:30 in the/morning.
I said, "I want to Know how. many kids were absent at X sghool.“ He
said, "All r1ght." Dialed it up, and here was the second absent sheetf
for the day. I'm at the district office. He said, "You want any
other 1nformat1on?“ I said, “Yeah, 1 see there's one k1there Johnny
w1111ams, who's been absent 70 days this semester. what s happening
He says, "Well, let's take a look at the tests on him. Let's

also look at the rest of the attendance.” Looked at that, too. I'm

| stif1°sﬁtting there. I even knew, and this was jh May, I knew that

-Johnn” in September, on Sept. 16, was 35 minutes late to- school. 1

then took a look at Johnny's family rbackgpeund, looked at his

‘cumulative record, 1 looked at his test scoresi and other infofmation

related to Johnny, his last grades. By the tfme 1 was finished, 1 had
formu]ated a p1cture about that k1d thought about some act1on, steps
that shou]d be in place to service that ch11d. I was then ready to .
pick up the phone and call” that pr1nc1pa1 and that teacher, really
informed. Itcoula,req1jy supervise. 1 could really lead. .

That system exfsts that 1 jhst descr1bed, and the cost is not
$125,000 ,over three years. It looks interesting. It's not perfect,
but it gives‘me a start? ‘ | ~; |

I'm going to stop, and I'm going to 1ea~e you with what, ‘1 guess,

Yok \\_ .
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is the practioner's perépéctfve-and point‘cf.view: I repeat thc word
JHe1pl“ I'm drowning out thére; in the midst of the power plays, in
~the-midst -of lessening pub11c confidence, with the doubts about the i
capabilities of tgachers to teach, not to mentibn the teachers walking
through the doors who have been reduced to just warm“bodies that 1
almost have“to do a who]e,four-year college education all over again -
with, and a whole 1o£~of other thing;. |

Help! The technology 1s here, 1t doesn’t have to be perfect, but
we need to move the g1ow1ng 1deas %he g1owing concepts, out of the
context of this kind of, forum,~wh1ch is not *o say that this k1nd of
.forum 1s not v1ta11y essential "and neressany. It s the life's blood
for me, the buyer, but I need you to deliver some of the goods now.

Help! " D _ ' T
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The Asgsssﬁent Needs of %eachers and Administrators
/ Archie La Pointe
Educational Testing Service
- My oﬁjective here is,.ﬂJusi:r.a.'ce,d._.b,y,v_a_'Asi:m:y_,:.,.vabout,..,.al;.young,_.._,__.\._~~

brand-new game -warden who had just shaken Mr..wat}s's hand and been
awarded his badge in northern }a1ifornia, and he was given charge of
guqfding“one of .the reservoirs to make sure the fish weren't being
taken from it. And he knew that some were, but he couldn't figure out
how or by whom. One morning he was walking around the reservoir and
he noticed aﬁ o]d-fispérman by the name of Cﬁyde who was unloading
heaps of fish from his rowboat. The next’morning_he, too, dressed as
a fisherman, and rowed over to the cove and said to the old-man, "Any
fish in the lake?"

llYep.ll

1 %4

"Mind if I -join you?" .
, "NOpe."
So they climbed in the boat; they rowed out; old Clyde, when they

~—

got to the middle of the reservoir, stopped, reached into his
gunnysack, took ,quilxa stick of ’dynamite and 1it it, threw it
overboard:-BOOM!--énd' started loading all the fish that had come
sem'-up into the boat. .

The yoUng.wardeH watched this and then pulled out his padge\gpd
said, "Sir; I must advise you that you're‘in violation of the state
of Ca1if0rn%a Taws about about-fishing fn a'reSebVOirgf You hayve thé

-right,to remain si]ént. Anything you say may be ﬁe]d against you..-'I
And he proqeeded with his-d'ssertation.yyfhé old man {oned aé him,
reached int3 his bunnysack,‘>ﬁ11ed out angtheﬁ stick of dynamite, 1it

it, handed §t to the young game warden and said, "Son, you here to
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fish, or you here to talk?" .
I'm here to talk--and shake things up a little bit: My

qualification for the assignment is. that of a former sixth grade

ﬁméchoolteachen,;Wfohmermafrustratedm,parent,amandwwsomewmwonkQchatnwllve_wm
started doing with a local school system in New Jersey in trying to
“see how nat1ona1 assessment information could be of use to school

districts. We have some :ideas and we're trying to test them out.

So my 1nterest in the question comes from my own prob1em, which

is how can we make the results. of the national assessment-

reaTistica11y pertirent and useful to classroom teachers. There's
been a traditional question as to whether it should be: - is that one -

ofothe functions that national assessment should serve? I can't give

. you a def1n1te answer. I see it as a real challenge. 1 want to find

‘an answeq and for all the reasons that have been ta1ked about here

_ihc1uding Bi11 Coffman's statement that teachers make the curriculum;

" they. do and in a way it's a blessing that they do, but more about that

later. : L o

So I'm going to ta1k about this question in relation to national
assessment, cSnnecting it to what I've heardlhere and to what I read
in thegdraft of the CSE report. ‘I have tpfmention;that thie is only

one of the aspects of national assessment. The elements of tiie design

~ that might interest a good many of you—-the'new Spiraﬁ%ng techhiques,

balanced in complete éﬁocks, our plans for scaling, for IRT scaling of

the items, our addition ,of an elaborate teacher qhestionnaire, the

expansion of the principals. questionnaire, the collection of an awful

231
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from ch11dren, more than has been done in the past, the intention to
corre]ate scores and ach%evement scores from d1fferent subject matter

areas--a]] these things are described in our f1rst publication, A New

_"Des1gn for A New .Era.. ...But. the _single_aspect of_how NAEP LPQSFL“”,_”v

assessment 1nformat1on can be usefu] to schoo]teachers js what 1'd

1ike to focus.on’ here.

1 approach thlS task with & fair amount of depression that'comes

‘from the exper1ences that Hiliiam w1rtz and 1 had when we were asked

to take a look at the Nationa] Assessment\of'Educat1ona]aProgress. In

that process we-interviewed and surVeyed a good manyoof you, a good

0

many of a]] the maJor 1nst1tutions .and’ assoc1at1ons, the E]emantary

O

School Pr1nc1pals Associat1on, the National School Boards Assocaat1on,

the NEA, the AFT, etc: I had been away from institutional educat1on

o

for half a dozen Pyears when 1 approached this, work1ng on human>

resources kinds of prob]ems at the hdu1t level, and [ was actua]]y

shocked and again a 11tt1e depressed to(f1nd that all the answers

«,/3

were.1nst1tut1ona1 answers. No one was focus1ng on. that very rea]ity

¢

that you've beeﬁﬁialking-about this morn1ng,,wh1ch is the re1at10nsh1p

between ong}teac’er and one child. 1 came to ‘the conclusion, which is.

jnoastart11na conc]us1on, that is the essence of what we're all about:

that there are. 35 000 000 k1ds 1n the K through 12 school system 1in

“the Un1ted States. There is’ one boy and one teacher and one g1r1 and

one teacher: 17 m1llion t1mes. And that s what makes up the process..f
C]assroom teachers are aware of th1s and keep the1r m1nds focused

on At we seem per1od1ca11y to forget th1s essent1a1 element. As a

J *

matter of féct .every 1nst1tut10n as 1t grows faces the same prob]em.

The New Testament wr1ter when he describes Jesus's 1nteract1on '
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with the young‘ rich man, gives us a detailed description of the
content. of the message of what was being taught; but the minute. Jesus
starts teaching 5,000. people our focus is-on the quality of the food
served--there are sevehaT baskets of fish and several baskets of bread
left oven,'and the message gets lost in that remémbrance.-

I frankly also have a secret delight that -lay people have
wrenched control of the system away from us professionals. 'They've
imposed‘theée‘ninimum competency tests, they've 1owehed our budgets;
they're demanding higher standards. And maybé in all of this, the.
“Jeffersonian belief in the common sensevof thetnas:es is going to make
all this work out veny well. 1'f¥optimistic that it will. My hope is .
that all of us as chastened profess1ona1s are go1ng to run out in the
front of the parade aga1n and do what we're expected to do, which is
to lead and provide vision. 1 have a feeling that it's not going to
be easy, and I have a feeling that it' s going to requi: re a fair amount
.0f humility on our part to recognize what*has been on occas1on our own
irreleyance. ‘ we re going to have to 1earn to communicate in the
vernacular again, because that's what teachers ta]k and that s what
kids underetaﬁa\and that' s,mhat/parents seem to resonate to. And I
think we have to appreciaté: all over again that there's as much

satisfaction to be 'savoned from teaching a youné e1ow learner to
decode the word - "house”. as there is in pub11sh1hg another analysis of
the dec1ine of the SAT' scores.

It seems to me that we have .to accept that we're in the reta1i
business. _Teachens need:our help. Researchers and psychologists. and

psychometricians and test publishers have tried too.often, I think, to

be in the wholesale business, in that we thought we could sell to

233.
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fabricators and merchants, directors of testing, guidance counsefor's°
people, principals, who would help teachers utilize tests. And for
a host of reasons that merchant class has disappeared. They're not in_
the schools. So what we do has to be relevant to teachers' needs 1in
order for them to accept it. I think that's what the teachers were'
telling us 1n’the study. I.frankly am delighted that teachers are.as
practica1 as they ahe and that they. te]] us in words of one sy11ab1e
what they think; there1n lies our hope.

One of the things that we did learn in 'doing the study of
national assessment is that‘ the tests have become the standards.

Educators are aware of this, judging from the work I have done with

- the administrators and teachers of a fairly large school district in

New'Je;Sey (approxima.ely 15,000 students). They spent part of the
time that 1 was with them going over the statement of competency test
resu1ts and the monitoring procedures that they had undergone. As
they werz go1ng over them they_sa1d,‘"we did well on th1s, we did well
on this, we didn't do so well on this but we didn't know they vere
golng to ask-it, we d1dn t know they were going to test 1t " and they,
said ,“Next year we're going to be . monitored". ___1_ this outside
force, are going to be monitoring the fifth grade. - The assistant
superintendent said, "Well, I can't te113you what to do as prineipals,

but 1t seems to me that if were a pr1nc1pa1 and 1 had a terrfiic

‘teacher in the th1rd grade and a 1ousy one in the fifth grade, 'd

_switch for a year. S

They do know, and they understand They'he'very c]ever'pedp1e.
And: to the extent that the tests: are measuring th1ngs that are va11d,
and that are mot1vat1ng tha?/k1nd of behaV1or that may be the way, Y
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that may be the ]everage,\ that will make this whole system work.
There_isva considerable amount of teacher intuition that grasps the
facté-and the reality of the situation. I don't argae with any of the
findings, and I'm not surprised by a good many of them. I'resonate to
many comments that were made here. 1 told Bill Coffman that every
time 1 115ten ‘to  him, he reminds - me of that other

B111——Shakespeare--who has a way of putting things 1nto a context that

makes it seem that 1t s all going to work -out all rtght because the '

problems have been arppnd for a long time and we've survived them.
I'misure that that's exact1y what's going to happen. If any_ot.us can
contribute to making that ~interactfbn between a teacher and a
youngster a little more productive, then 1 think that's worth the
candle | | | :

How, let me get back to my own arob1em and describe how we}re
going to address'it. I seerthe problem of‘making national assessment
meaningful to two million ¢lassroom teachers as a classical marketing
problem. 1 was in the test publishing business for a while at the
California Test Bureau and at SRA, and that's what gives me that
pegfpective.’ And if .you've got a classical marketing problem. you
approach 1t in classical ways. You identify and you “describe your
market. We used to say to ed1tors and to authors and to our market1ng
aeople, "sit down someday and write what your customer Has for
breakfast on a winter morning. In other‘werds, get into the mindset,
Second]y, you have to perceive their need accurate]y. It's so

easy. to come to a’ set of c11ents with a preconce1ved notion of what

they need. And we do that because the more logical we are, the more
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aware we are of popentia1, the more we impose this‘1ogic and distort

/
what they perceive their need to be. You have to know your produc;{

s

obviously. And you must pass the test| that many marketing efﬁdéts
. . // )
have failed: you have to match the features that are importae;/to the

client as opposed to those that are ‘ifportant- to you ei;ﬁer'as a

/
/

developer or as a thoughtful person awarg of its features,’

Next, you have to describe it p suasively. Theke are lots of

peop]e in thlS country who know how/ to do that, and they make us buy

an awfu1 lot of things. And you have to se11/1t enthus1ast1ca11y.

And f1na11y, you have to serviié/:t faithfu11y.l My market corisists of
two million Feachers. They're the best that 1 have. They are
minimally preserviced and they're\inadequate1y inserviced. 1 have to
respect them or get out of the busineSé. These are not people whom I
look down upon. They're people on the firing 1ine, doing a job that 1
decided I didn't want anymore a long time ago. I give them credit for
what-they're doing and admire them for their fortitude.

The next step in marketing SOmething that méy be useful is to
sell it enthusiastically. - We've got some rather elaborate
disseminatioﬁ p1aﬁs for national assessment. One of the.things that

we've said to ourselves over and over again is that it is not a

research project. Secondly, NAEP is not a testing proyram. He're

going to make NAEP what ‘we  thiﬁk it ought to be, which is an

information system. And to be a gcod information system, of course,

it has to have the very best research'base_you can possibly come up

"with. To be a good information system, of course, it has to invo1ve

the very best~assessment instruments that technology and science and

I'4
the methodologTes can put together.

But we've got elaborate plans for reaching the publishers who
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make textbooks and who make tests about what we find out, for helping

- state programs understand what we learn, for helping large school

districts Lunderstand and use what wé come up with, for _reachingE
parents thorugh mass media, magazines, and television, and for
reaching the boards of education. The.boards of education are made up-
of 95,000 human beingé who meet once or twice a month;to de.ide what
happéns jn 1Q3000 schoof\\§istricts. They have némes and _home

. ) &
addresses. The National Association of School Boards is going to work

with us to 132&& two reports a year to these people.

Now, we're going to reachjoUt to other audiences, too, that'you
represeﬁt. We're jnheriting a data base thaﬁ we're in'the process of
makiﬁg more éénageab1e énd more uséfu]l We're gojng-to have computer
access to fhat -data base; you will have computer access to that
data base. We're going to]haQe 800 1ine nﬁmbers SO pedb1e can rea;h
us and.get‘additiona1 information. ,

Finally, if you.have a product thatfs useful, and you'have a set
of c1ienEs that begin to accept it and use it, it has to be serviced,
and serviced faithfully.” And here's where the muscle of ETS will help
us. There are SiX regiéna1 bff{;;; é;fsgg.ég;"56uhféf;_one here in
Los Angeles, and in eéch of these ‘reéiona] o%fices there will be

professibna]s, or dne.profeSSiona1 at least, trained and ready to give

'wonkshOps to teachers and to school administrators.

We have just two objectives, and they're the objectives of any

‘gdod teacher. First, we want to recognize where our client-is, and

our client is the teacher. Our seco;d goal is to mOQe'that pérson'
a little bit ahead'in‘the skills  they need té do their job more
effectively. |

My cdnfidence is that as they develop proficiency with the
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[instruments that we-ﬁrovide them, they'1l find us to be more relevant |

and more useful. My undefstandiné js that the essence of what I'm
¢ v

being paid to do for the next 5 years is to help improve the quality

of that interaction between one teacher and one student. And that is

the fesponsibilify that I'm acéepting.
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